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 ABSTRACT 
Youth mentoring is often used to engage increasing numbers of disaffected and 
marginalised young people.  As such, this research explores the extent to which key 
workers, across a range professional settings, adopt and integrate mentoring practices into 
their primary role. 
 
The research suggests that key workers recognise an informal and caring dimension to their 
primary role and use the term mentoring to capture the diversity of this activity.  However, 
the attempt to facilitate integration into mainstream values and norms suggests that key 
workers and youngsters are actually engaged in a form of social pedagogy; undertaking 
social action to promote the  personal development and general wellbeing of the youngster.   
 
As a piece of qualitative action research – based primarily on semi-structured interviews 
with key workers and young people – this inquiry also explores the extent to which 
practitioner mentoring, or social pedagogy, is successful as a transformation strategy – that 
is, the extent to which young people alter their attitudes, behaviours and beliefs as a result 
of being supported in this manner. 
 
The findings suggest that the informality of the interactions, a shared activity, the strength 
of the relationships and the duration of contact, are important aspects of social 
pedagogy/youth mentoring.  The research has clear implications for practitioners, since the 
development of a ‘pedagogic perspective’ introduces a body of social theory into work 
previously undertaken intuitively.  This, in turn, requires practitioners across professional 
settings to; engage with ‘clients’ on an a personal level to build trust and rapport,  develop 
pedagogic opportunities that facilitate access to mainstream activities and, finally, maintain 
meaningful relationships until social inclusion is secure.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The story of this thesis begins in 2003 when working in a challenging inner-city UK 
secondary school.  My initial role at the school was to develop extended school provision (cf. 
DfES, 2005) including; out of hours learning opportunities for students and family learning 
activities to engage students’ parents/carers, relatives and siblings.  Working as part of a 
small team, we also established a Learndirect centre (cf. Learndirect, 2011) to deliver 
accredited literacy, numeracy and ICT programmes for local people who were otherwise 
unlikely to participate in formal learning activities.  It was, and indeed still is, a vibrant and 
effective service that contributed to wider efforts to regenerate the area and raise 
attainment in the school. 
  
As part of this role I was asked to take part in a UK government initiative called ‘Raising 
Boys’ Achievement’ (cf. Younger, Warrington, Gray & Rudduck, 2005) by mentoring three 
Year 9 pupils.  The mentoring sessions were designed to establish a close relationship with 
the pupils in the hope of altering their attitudes to school and raising their level of 
engagement and, ultimately, educational attainment.  I had been meeting  weekly with 
these pupils for several months and, I thought, making real progress until a violent incident 
perpetrated by one of my mentees brought into focus nagging concerns about the 
effectiveness of  the mentoring intervention.  Anecdotal evidence suggested that the 
mentees were continuing to disrupt lessons and improvements in attainment were tenuous 
at best.  The boys understood the aims of the programme, wanted to participate and 
enjoyed attending the mentoring sessions, yet also appeared immune to attempts to alter 
values, beliefs and behaviours.   
  
During the next few years it became clear that much of our educational endeavour involved 
motivating students by raising aspirations, in an attempt to overcome ambivalence and 
disaffection.  This was no easy task, however, given that young people have long struggled 
to overcome boredom at school (West, 1994) and disaffection with schooling remains a 
global phenomenon (Harber, 2008).  As such, no criticism is insinuated against my old 
school, particularly as both teaching and non-teaching staff were dedicated and 
professional. 
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1.1  Promoting inclusion 
  
As my role at the school developed, mentoring practices again came to the fore.  Since the 
disappointing experiences of the  Boys’ Achievement programme, I had taken on the 
Inclusion role as Assistant Headteacher and found myself again mentoring young people at 
risk of school exclusion.  On this occasion mentoring was informal and involved building 
relationships with older Key Stage 4 students in order to reduce problematic behaviours 
that often warranted fixed-term, or even permanent, exclusion.  The informal intervention 
was largely successful since anecdotal evidence suggested a significant shift had occurred in 
the behaviour of a particular group of students – and this shift had impacted upon a larger 
body of students.  Indeed, one colleague remarked that in her 20 odd years at the school, 
she had never known behaviour to be so good amongst Year 11 students.  Of course, 
numerous interventions were running simultaneously – including a major drive to improve 
the quality of teaching and learning in the core subjects – so direct causality between my 
mentoring efforts and the behaviour of the students cannot be established conclusively.  
Nevertheless, there was a noticeable change in the atmosphere of the school, and since I 
was the Assistant Head with responsibility for behaviour, I tended to work with the most 
problematic students. 
  
If mentoring did make a difference on this occasion, how so?  Perhaps the dyadic mentoring 
relationships were more successful this time because I held a more senior position and had 
access to a more effective behaviour management ‘toolkit’ that was not available when 
working with the younger Year 9 students.  With these older pupils I therefore employed a 
number of new strategies, located within the apparatus of institutional power (i.e. school 
based rewards and sanctions), to gain leverage over the values, beliefs and behaviour of 
students, in an attempt to quickly stimulate change – that is, to loosen the bonds of firmly 
held beliefs and patterns of thought, in order to trigger new ways of acting (Rudolph, Taylor 
& Foldy, 2006).  I acted in their best long-term interests, as per the doctrine of loco parentis, 
to preserve them within an educational system they were otherwise hostile towards. 
Nevertheless, my actions were clearly fraught with ethical issues since I was seeking to  
change the values, beliefs and behaviours of these problematised youngsters by imposing 
my own worldview through the institutional power at my disposal.  
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Ostensibly, I acted in the youngsters’ best long-term interests (as defined by my worldview, 
of course) but my own interests were also a factor driving my practices.  After all, as the 
senior lead for inclusion, a high number of exclusions and poor examination results would 
reflect badly on both myself and the school.  Did my informal mentoring activity therefore 
really advance an institutional agenda first, and the best interests of the young people 
second?   
  
Had the opportunity arisen, I might have formalised this mentoring activity through the 
development of a school-wide, accredited, programme.  I might have systematically 
analysed and elaborated the approaches used to affect behavioural changes and, indeed, 
refine those approaches to gain maximum benefits for both school and the youngsters.  A 
behaviourist theory of human agency might have emerged as a consequence, and such a 
theory would have been valuable to those involved with the delivery of school-based 
mentoring programmes.  However, changes to my personal life led to a change in my 
professional circumstances and, for reasons I shall shortly explain, I did not get a chance to 
further develop my mentoring practices within a school-based context.  But the interest in 
mentoring as a mechanism for change remained undiminished, although the focus shifted. 
  
1.2  Outline of the inquiry  
  
In particular, I wondered if the mentoring endeavour becomes neutered in the absence of 
institutional power.  Were the tools deployed really key in altering behaviour, or is the 
mentor the ‘resource that is intended to bring about change’ (Pawson, Boaz & Sullivan, 
2004; p. 5) regardless of context?  And given the levels of socio-economic deprivation 
associated with my old school, I also wondered if mentoring could facilitate agency when 
lives are ‘scarred by poverty and lack of opportunity’ (ibid.; p. 19) – the assumption being 
that the modern world is characterised by self-determination, where the individual can cast 
away old roots and remake oneself anew (cf. Bell, 1976; p. 16). 
  
But I felt totally unprepared to take on the mentor role since the training provided prior to 
meeting the Year 9 students consisted of a 30 minute briefing (informing mentors of who 
they would be working with and what targets had been set) and my practice with the older 
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Y11 students was guided by intuition alone.  As such, there were no obvious and immediate 
sources of advice and guidance that might orientate my work on this intervention.  
However, once I began to consult the literature, the reason for this became clear.  Indeed, 
there appears to be consensus in the literature surrounding the lack of a robust theoretical 
framework to guide mentoring practice (cf. Newburn & Shiner, 2006; Philip & Spratt, 2007; 
Allen, Eby, O’Brien & Lentz, 2008; Rhodes & Lowe, 2008).  Specifically, Newburn & Shiner 
(2006) ask: 
Why is it that a particular intervention might be thought to work? And by what 
means will it change the behaviour of programme participants?...In order to develop 
a better understanding of individual change – leading, in time, to more nuanced 
models of delivery and greater impact – programmes should be based on explicit 
theories or hypotheses about what is believed to ‘work’, under what circumstances 
and with whom. These hypotheses can then be tested and, where appropriate, 
refined leading to a more fully theorized approach (p. 39) 
  
Broadly speaking then, youth mentoring programmes tend to be ‘ill-defined, poorly 
conceptualized and weakly theorized, leading to confusion in policy and practice’ (Colley, 
2003; p. 13) and little appears to have changed over recent years (cf. Crisp & Cruz, 2009).  
Specific research is therefore required to examine the means by which ‘the mentor 
influences the child’ (Keller, 2005; p. 184), and the key theoretical issue to be expounded, 
for a given mentoring programme, is the ‘framework for the mechanisms of change’ (ibid., 
p. 170).  Indeed, the ‘inability of mentors to explicate either their practical or pedagogical 
knowledge is thus a very negative aspect of mentoring’ (Rice, 2008; p. 54). 
  
As such, determining the extent to which mentoring relationships can stimulate action for 
positive change is the key aspiration of this project.  The inquiry is therefore participatory 
and action orientated, meaning that ‘people are engaged in examining their understandings, 
skills and values, and interpretation of their world and how these frame and constrain their 
actions’ (Creswell, Hanson, Plano-Clark & Morales, 2007; p. 257).  There is also a strong 
existentialist influence that gives ‘primacy to individual choice and decision making power as 
an expression of personal freedom’ (Grenfell, 2008; p. 44), along with an insistence that 
individuals take ‘responsibility for the consequences of their actions’ (ibid.).   
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The inquiry therefore endeavours to help young people and key workers gain knowledge of 
what is good and how to apply that knowledge in particular situations, through a ‘dialectical 
process of practical reasoning’ (Carr, 2006; p. 426).  As I shall explain later, this inquiry 
intends to help inform practice that encourages people to develop an individual will 
(Eriksson & Markström, 2003).  The research therefore aims to develop a praxis rooted in 
contemporary social theory; a social science perspective of pluralistic human behaviours 
located within a given social context.  So while this inquiry will draw upon positivistic clinical 
approaches to changing human behaviour, including counselling and cognitive therapy, the 
emphasis is on the hermeneutics of social interaction.   
  
As such, there is a smorgasbord of competing theoretical and methodological perspectives 
informing this study, some of which are difficult to reconcile with each other (Carter & Little, 
2007).  The complexity of the various standpoints and perspectives adopted therefore poses 
a challenge in terms of maintaining internal consistency and validity.  Nevertheless, by 
acknowledging and exploring the influences which have shaped this inquiry, I am better 
equipped to address the epistemological uncertainties they generate (Forbes, 2008). 
  
1.3  Setting the context 
  
Since leaving my role in education, I have moved to a small, rural community and eventually 
secured a role with a small homeless charity.  As such, my interest has shifted from 
youngsters attending school – though my interest clearly originated within such a context – 
towards those who are aged between 16-24, experiencing homelessness and are NEET (Not 
in Education, Employment or Training) – if I may use this catchall term to describe 
youngsters who are experiencing social exclusion (Philip & Spratt, 2007).   
  
Within this role I have a number of responsibilities involving support for our clients, most of 
which are aged 16-24.  Firstly, I coordinate our emergency accommodation provision, called 
Nightstop (cf. Nightstop, 2011).  Secondly, I deliver an accredited Life Skills education 
programme (cf. AQA, 2011) designed to promote the skills required for independent living.  
And, finally, I deliver a Peer education programme to local secondary schools, where a 
young person with experience of homelessness accompanies me to explain the implications 
of leaving home at 16.  As such, I am in daily contact with young people experiencing a 
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range of difficulties, and who vary in their capability to take ‘effective action in complex 
social situations’ (Rudolph et al., 2006; p. 307).  
  
There are a number of direct and indirect ways in which this research project informs my 
work with this group of clients.  For example, within the direct delivery of the Life Skills and 
Peer Education programmes, mentoring is an implicit component – since improving literacy 
and numeracy skills and sharing experiences with others arguably promotes positive 
development by ‘shaping and expanding adolescents’ identities’ (Liang, Spencer, Brogan & 
Corral, 2008; p. 178).  Furthermore, in order to help provide stability for some of our clients, 
we are looking to develop our Nightstop provision (where volunteer host families provide 
up to 3 nights emergency accommodation for 16-24 year olds) into supported lodgings 
(where a youngster could stay with a host for up to two years).  While staying in supported 
lodgings hosts are expected to nurture aspirations and help the young person develop the 
skills required for independent living – in other words, hosts mentor the young person with 
a view to altering their life trajectory.   
  
Beyond this immediate application, various local government Departments – including the 
Department of Social Care and the Department of Education and Children – are assembling 
a strategic group to coordinate and develop approaches to mentoring across the 
jurisdiction.  I am also involved with establishing a work experience programme with a 
partner agency.  This small-scale programme, targeting those young people requiring the 
most intensive support, has attracted the attention of the Department of Home Affairs and 
the Department of Economic Development.  These two initiatives should, at the very least, 
provide significant opportunities to disseminate the outcomes of this research.   
  
1.4  Advancing theory and practice 
  
Through this inquiry, I will argue that the rise of mentoring has coincided with that of 
Freudian style psychoanalysis, which aims to recreate self-identities and thereby 
compensate for the decline of identities associated with traditional social roles and values  
(Giddens, 2002).  However, I will further argue that attempts to locate mentoring practices – 
and by extension the mentees – within positivistic and essentialist discourses of clinical 
therapeutic practice is problematic (cf. Sayer, 1997; Burr, 2003) and should be eschewed in 
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favour of recognising mentoring as a social pedagogy that aims to help young people 
reshape the social world through the generation of action orientated knowledge (cf. 
Gustavsson, Hermansson & Hämäläineneds, 2003; Kyriacou, Ellingsen, Stephens & 
Sundaram, 2009; McGowan, Saintas & Gill, 2009). 
  
Consequently, mentoring is firmly conceived as a sociological and educational tool of 
empowerment (Fresko & Wertheim, 2006), applied against the backdrop of socio-economic 
globalisation and the particular concerns of patriarchal capitalist society (Colley, 2003).  As 
such, I am following the lead of key writers such as Colley (ibid.) and Neenan (2009) by 
approaching the analysis and development of youth mentoring from a broadly sociological, 
rather than a psychological, perspective.  As I shall come to explain, however, there are 
many compelling reasons for exploring the link between the fields of mentoring and 
psychotherapy within the context of this study, despite the problematic boundary issues 
and ethical concerns that invariably arise.  Indeed, I will suggest that mentoring can be 
characterised as informal therapy and could potentially cure anomie – the disconnect 
between social structure and culture which can create a sense of drift in a society lacking 
strong moral anchors (Ritzer, 2003).   
  
This research therefore contributes to the limited body of qualitative literature on 
engagement mentoring that is, according to Allen et al. (2008), otherwise dominated by 
quantitative studies.   Moreover, the theoretical developments outlined above; linking the 
rise of mentoring to that of psychoanalysis, treating mentoring as a social pedagogy and 
explicating a theory of agency – represent a contribution, albeit very small, to the creation 
and application of new professional knowledge within the field of mentoring.  This 
contribution is valuable because the ‘field of mentoring could benefit from more concerted 
attempts to advance theory’ (Allen et al., 2008; p. 352), given that the conceptualisation of 
mentoring is largely atheoretical (Crisp & Cruz, 2009).  And although I aim to develop theory 
by ‘drawing on a much wider range of contemporary thought and knowledge’ (Somekh & 
Zeichner, 2009; p. 9), I do not aspire to generate a grounded theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; 
Corbin & Holt, 2005) of mentoring – not least because the theory, underdeveloped though it 
ostensibly is, is integral to this project, rather than something which inductively arises from 
it.   
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1.5  A critical perspective 
  
I am aware that research ‘can be used as much for shoring up the prevailing social order as 
it can be about subverting it or transforming it’ (Schostak & Schostak, 2008; p. 131).  A 
critical view of that prevailing social order is however required given that inequality has 
widened (Watt, 2008) and social mobility has declined over recent years in Britain (Milburn, 
2009; OECD, 2011).  As such, it is important to explore the false consciousness of a capitalist 
ideology that ‘systematically deceives people and prevents them from seeing the real basis 
of social power in society or understanding their political condition and true interests’ 
(Morris, 2009; p. 141).  However, this inquiry does not seek to actively undermine the 
capitalist project, but seeks merely to highlight whose interests take precedence, and 
remain dominant, within the context of our patriarchal capitalist society.  This analysis 
necessarily leads to identifying those who are readily able to achieve and how far mentoring 
can support those who are disadvantaged.  Could it be, for example, that dominant groups 
are effective at circulating ‘cultural capital’ among their offspring to reproduce class position 
and privilege through the education system?  (cf. Willis, 1977).  Are youngsters from affluent 
backgrounds more adept at recognising capitalist ideology and consequently adapt their 
discourses for their own future advantage (Gee, 2005; p. 144)?  And if the material 
conditions of our daily lives ‘sets limits on the understanding of social relations’ (Hartsock 
cited by McLaughlin, 2006; p. 105), can mentoring expand this horizon of understanding for 
young people prone to social exclusion?   
  
This critical perspective serves to link the critical theory of the Frankfurt School with 
European approaches to social pedagogy (cf. Lauritsen, 2003) and Kurt Lewin’s formulation 
of action research (cf. Bridges, 2003; Somekh & Zeichner, 2009).  The aim is to gain an 
understanding of the historical specificity of an individual’s lifeworld by integrating theories 
from across the social sciences.  This project is therefore concerned with retrieving and 
exploring the subjective identities of the participants, and the categorisation of young 
people as disaffected, at risk, or NEET is therefore problematic as it is at the root of 
exclusionary social practices: 
political identities from movements, parties, interest groupings and so on are always 
constructed across the classification ‘us’/’them’, since there is no ‘us’ without ‘them’ 
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and the exclusion of ‘them’ from ‘us’ is constituent for the identity of ‘us’ (Andersen, 
2003; p. 39) 
  
There might be no escape from such categorising practices but there is little doubt that 
discourses around social exclusion cause people to be treated differently ‘on the basis of 
irrelevant social characteristics’ (Daly & Silver, 2008; p. 544).  Such treatment is, moreover, 
asymmetric since the articulation of these irrelevant social characteristics is done by the 
dominant socio-political class (Andersen, 2003).  In other words, young people tend not to 
use terms such as at risk, vulnerable, in need, or NEET to describe themselves and request 
support:  ‘I’m a vulnerable young person experiencing social exclusion, please mentor me’.  
Furthermore, the application of such interventions is also asymmetrical – I cannot 
remember an occasion when my socio-economic circumstances were problematised by a 
youngster who then offered to mentor me – though I am sure such ‘reverse mentoring’ (cf. 
Pawson et al., 2004; p. 4) would be most enlightening.   
 
It is also surprising to discover the extent to which the field of psychotherapy is expanding 
to address a range of social issues (cf. Goldstein, 2007) and the extent to which a challenge 
to authority has become pathologised through an expanding range of clinical disorders (cf. 
Aldhous, 2009; Jacobs & Cohen, 2010; Roxby, 2010).  Such is the seriousness of this issue, I 
will explore it in much greater detail in the literature review. 
  
The points above demonstrate – rightly or wrongly – that I am ‘us’ and they are ‘them’; that 
conceptual social positions exist and have set a frame of reference for this study.  And 
although Watt (2008) points out that ‘us and them’ attitudes are firmly embedded within 
working-class culture, they are also embedded within the social practices of the political 
class; codified into professional discourses (cf. Fairclough, 2003) and ‘communities of 
practice’, where preventing the worst becomes the goal (McLaughlin, 2006): NEET, 
vulnerable, excluded, at risk, in need, disaffected, and so on.  As such, the constitution of 
society can be understood as a social and political struggle concerning the ‘definition, 
defence, and occupation of conceptually composed positions’ (Andersen, 2003; p. 34) and 
who thereby ‘has the power to define and categorise in ways which fix and homogenise 
people’ (Sayer, 1997; p. 461).  Difference, according to Benjamin (1990), ‘turns out to be 
governed by the code of domination’ (p. 135). 
10 
 
  
1.6  A broad perspective and collaborative approach 
  
It is therefore important to note that the term mentoring is very open-ended and 
encompasses a wide range of activities and types of relationship.  Indeed, the essential 
feature of mentoring, as adopted within this inquiry, is a ‘supportive relationship’ (Roberts 
cited in Colley, 2003; p. 32).  It is, moreover, a supportive relationship that is often 
embedded within the delivery of other services.  Indeed, many of the young people I 
currently work with also experience interactions with other agencies, including youth justice 
and social services.  As such, mentoring arguably emerges as a secondary effect of a primary 
service delivery role. 
  
Although homelessness is clearly an important contextual issue, since I work for a 
homelessness charity at the time of writing, it should be recognised that the research topic 
is primarily focussed on the impact that professionals have as mentors, i.e. social 
pedagogues, across various settings.  Determining the extent to which supportive mentoring 
relationships can – within the context of tackling social exclusion – influence values, 
behaviours and beliefs, is the key aspiration of this inquiry. 
  
1.7  Aims, objectives and questions 
  
Even though the outline given above strongly alludes to the focus of this inquiry, it is 
obviously important to state the specific research aims, objectives and questions: 
  
1.7.1  Research aims 
 
 Ascertain the extent to which mentoring relationships can empower or emancipate 
young people to secure more desirable life outcomes 
 Explore the discourses and identities constructed and enacted by (potential) NEETs 
 Examine the agency/structure dynamic reinforcing or relieving (potential) NEET 
status 
 Develop participants’ critical consciousness in order to generate reflective 
knowledge and purposeful actions 
  
11 
 
1.7.2  Research objectives 
  
 To develop effective mentoring practices that engage young people accessing a 
range of educational and  social services 
 To assess the effectiveness of mentoring to achieve ‘hard’ outcomes, including 
maintenance of stable tenancies and uptake of education or employment 
opportunities 
 To critically evaluate the role of mentoring as a supervisory mechanism of social 
control 
 To contribute to mentoring theory and make recommendations surrounding 
effective practice 
 
 1.7.3  Research questions 
  
 To what extent can mentoring shape a young person’s identity and influence their 
behaviour? 
 What approaches to influencing behaviour are adopted by key workers working with 
young people? 
 What specific practices are deemed to have the greatest impact in terms of 
stimulating change?  
 What social structures act to confound the efforts of mentoring? 
  
Although these research questions are the initial point of investigation, they are – and 
already have been – subject to a process of iterative refinement and reformulation as a 
deeper knowledge and understanding of the issues is gained (Diefenbach, 2009; Peters & 
Wester, 2009).  The inquiry is also sensitive to the unintended consequences of mentoring; 
that is, not just an exploration of intentions, but of actual effects (cf. Ritzer, 2003). 
  
 
1.8  Summary 
  
The inquiry aims to understand the effectiveness of mentoring to facilitate a shift in the 
values, beliefs and behaviours of young people experiencing, or at risk of, social exclusion.  It 
is a research project borne out of a recognition that having done what I thought was right, 
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the impact was insufficient ‘in relation to changes of conduct under the actual social 
conditions’ (Lauritsen, 2003; p. 92), and that this discrepancy between ‘intention, condition 
and effects’ (ibid.) demands an explanation. 
  
Caution is however required as I have succumbed to the contemporary obsession of 
investigating how we might make the welfare dependent, those perceived to be workshy, 
work ready (Marston, 2008).  There is a risk therefore that I might contribute to the ‘cultural 
misuse of their social position’ (Lauritsen, 2003; p. 98) to engage in those very practices of 
domination from which the participants should be freed.   
  
As such, the emancipatory aspect of this inquiry aims to raise critical consciousness and 
therefore generate reflective knowledge – what ought to be, what is right and wrong 
(Reason & Bradbury, 2006).  It is to such theoretical issues that my attention now turns. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This literature survey aims to capture the diversity of approaches to youth mentoring.  
However, it is important to recognise that there is an ‘infinite numbers of reports, studies, 
evaluations, and commentaries’ (Pawson et al., 2004; p. 14) on the subject and I have had to 
select those sources which are broadly aligned with the aims and objectives of this project.  
Indeed, I hope to follow the approach taken by McLaughlin (2006) and present an overview 
of the ideological perspectives and schools of thought that underpin, or otherwise inform 
and influence, approaches to the topic under study; in this case, youth mentoring.  
  
Of course, I cannot be certain that I have reviewed every relevant piece of material, but I 
have aimed to deeply embed this limited literature review across every facet of this inquiry 
and thereby avoid the production of a standalone chapter.  So while it is necessary to 
present a literature survey in the form of this chapter, it should be possible to identify 
various themes from the material below throughout the inquiry. 
  
2.1  An overview of the field  
  
As transitions to adulthood become ever more complex and hazardous (Rogers & Taylor, 
1997; Levitas, Pantazis, Fahmy, Gordon, Lloyd & Patsios, 2007; Philip & Spratt, 2007; Kay & 
Hinds, 2009; Munson & McMillen, 2009), we have witnessed a surge in the prevalence of 
mentoring schemes for young people deemed to be at risk of social exclusion (Rose & Jones, 
2007; McGowan et al., 2009; Milburn, 2009).  Such mentoring interventions are considered 
to be a self-evident good as they promote personal development and constitute some of the 
most significant relationships between youngsters and non-parental adults (Goldner & 
Mayseless, 2008a).  As such, mentoring therefore serves to raise youngsters’ aspirations and 
has a role to play in reversing the significant decline of social mobility witnessed in modern 
day Britain (Milburn, 2009).  Mentoring therefore seeks to address social issues associated 
with modern life: 
As a result of the urbanisation, industrialisation and modernisation of lifestyles, 
traditional social structures have been destroyed, and the educating potential of 
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families (homes) has weakened, thus the rise of social immaturity and disassociation 
and non-integration are global problems (Kraav, 2003; p. 122) 
  
The scale of the challenge should not therefore be underestimated as the opening 
statement in a recent Prince’s Trust (2011) report further suggests: 
There is an ambition crisis among our poorest young people, causing thousands to lose 
faith in their own abilities and aspirations. These feelings of hopelessness are often 
passed down from generation to generation and can spread throughout our most 
deprived communities (p. 2) 
  
Any attempt to precisely define mentoring is, however, problematic because the term 
encompasses a huge range of contested meanings, assumptions, activities and types of 
relationship (Miller, 2002; Colley, 2003; Pawson et al., 2004; Newburn & Shiner, 2006; Zainal 
Abiddin, 2006; Philip & Spratt, 2007; Broadbent & Papadopoulos, 2009; Crisp & Cruz, 2009).  
Moreover, the term social exclusion, which some forms of mentoring are designed to 
overcome, is ‘evocative, ambiguous, multidimensional, and elastic’ (Daly & Silver, 2008; p. 
538), although it seems reasonable to assume that ‘social exclusion begins in early 
childhood, and depends on the degree of nurture and material welfare’ (Kraav, 2003; p. 
121) provided within the family context.   
  
2.1.1  Overlap with caregiver roles 
A particular concern for this inquiry is the differentiation between mentoring as a discreet 
activity typically involving a volunteer mentor and a mentoring relationship embedded 
within a variety of caregiver roles, including those associated with the professions.  
However, understanding mentoring in this latter form draws heavily upon research 
conducted upon traditional mentoring relationships, since there are ‘analogies between 
mentoring and other social roles such as parent, therapist, teacher and friend’ (Goldner & 
Mayseless, 2008b; p. 413).   
It is unfortunate that Goldner & Mayseless (ibid.) do not differentiate the social roles 
mentioned above into professional and non-professional, but they appear untroubled by 
the idea that adults in professional roles can act as informal mentors to young people in 
their care: 
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Youth who form close informal relationships with adult figures (e.g. coach, family, 
friend, neighbor) or professionals outside the family (e.g. teacher, doctor, therapist) 
demonstrate a variety of positive outcomes... (p. 412) 
 
It is therefore important to recognise that informal mentoring occurs in different settings 
with different kinds of people acting as mentors.  For example, Angelides et al. (2009) 
describe ‘companions’ (p. 76) supporting children in classrooms, whereas Liang et al. (2008) 
notes that youngsters benefit from extracurricular activities and:  
some of these positive outcomes may be mediated by relationships youth develop 
with their activity leaders which have been considered mentoring relationships given 
their frequency of contact and supportive nature (p. 169) 
 
In a further example, Reio & Bratton (2006) review Hirsch’s research around the 
effectiveness of afterschool provision for urban youth and note that school staff established 
mentoring relationships with students: 
By engaging in mentoring activities with enthusiastic, empathetic staff, youths felt 
more comfortable taking socially acceptable risks, such as trying out for a sport with 
which they had no previous experience, leading a group discussion, and modelling 
socially acceptable behaviors to skeptical peers (p. 224) 
As such, there are examples where ‘mentors have previously held other roles within the 
schools in which they operate, often as teaching assistants’ (Rose & Jones, 2007; p. 3).  And 
beyond the school setting, Leader (2000) ruminates upon the question of: ‘How do the roles 
of mentor and “therapist/role model” overlap, coincide or co-exist?’ (p. 120.). 
Despite these specific examples however, the literature typically talks about the mentoring 
role (the things that mentors do, and the extent to which they achieve particular outcomes 
with young people, in a voluntary capacity), but neglects informal mentoring within 
professional contexts (an informal, complementary (to the main role) and supportive 
relationship that facilitates the achievement of various strategic outcomes, such as 
reductions in offending and uptake of employment, as examples). 
For the purposes of this inquiry, this distinction between these two forms of mentoring 
helps shifts the focus of mentoring, and those who act as mentors, from the voluntary realm 
and into the professional – but this shift also recognises and maintains the analogous 
features of mentoring which arise within its more traditional, voluntary, setting. 
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This shift in focus is an attempt, albeit somewhat rudimentary, to develop the notion of 
youth mentoring to take account of practices that professionals adopt alongside their 
primary role and, importantly, label as mentoring.  The following diagram gives an overview 
the two approaches and how they relate to each other:  
Figure 1.  Approaches to mentoring 
 
According to the traditional model shown above, mentors (as volunteers) absorb various 
aspects of, without embodying, the various social roles identified by Goldner & Mayseless 
(2008b), whereas the new model sees the professional develop mentoring skills as an aspect 
of their primary role, as Hirsch demonstrates (cf. Reio & Bratton, 2006).  As such, both 
approaches constitute mentoring, albeit in different forms, since both involve a supportive 
dyadic relationship.   
It is also important to note that the aspects of mentoring identified above plays no part in 
professional roles within the traditional model, since the domain of professional skills and 
knowledge sits ‘above’ mentoring.  The inversion that occurs between mentoring and the 
professional role, shown in the new model, therefore brings a new dimension to the 
professions which ‘emphasises the importance of practical help and of ‘being with’ clients as 
they live their lives rather than through traditional ‘expert’ casework models’ (Smith & 
Whyte, 2008; p. 25).  Such support therefore goes beyond the professional competencies of 
the practitioner and might serve, in a post-natal health setting for example, home visits: ‘to 
improve parental well-being, [link parents] to community resources to help with 
17 
 
employment, education, or addiction recovery’ (Piquero, Farrington, Welsh, Tremblay & 
Jennings, 2009; p. 85). 
This is a theme that will be developed later when investigating the field of social pedagogy 
and whether professionals, in their various guises beyond social work, ought to develop a  
pedagogic dimension to their role.  Indeed, I will suggest that the fields of social pedagogy 
and youth mentoring overlap significantly in terms of their respective aims and 
underpinning practices.  And since the relevance of social pedagogy in health care and 
education is evident across various collaborative projects (Kyriacou et al., 2009), there is 
value in exploring the potential for developing a pedagogic dimension across a wide 
spectrum of practitioner roles. 
2.1.2  The essence of youth mentoring  
Given this complexity, any definition of mentoring presented here is open to contestation 
and debate, and the presentation of an extended typology of approaches would only serve 
to highlight the possibility of other equally plausible arrangements; thus triggering a 
protected discussion around the relative merits of each model. 
Instead, researchers have typically focussed their definitions on the set of activities that 
mentoring initiates, or the function and processes associated with mentoring (Colley, 2003; 
Crisp & Cruz, 2009).  As such, it is possible to consider these definitions and critically 
evaluate their usefulness with regards to the evolving concept central to this inquiry; that 
key workers in professional roles mentor youngsters alongside their main role. 
Broadly speaking then, mentoring is an enduring and ‘supportive relationship between an 
adult and a child, developed to facilitate the child’s educational, social, and personal 
growth’ (Brody cited by Jackson, 2002; p. 115).  Mentoring therefore promotes the personal 
development of young people and often compensates where there is a lack of an 
appropriate role model (Rogers & Taylor, 1997; Goldner & Mayseless, 2008a).  Given this 
role, mentoring is of ‘great social significance’ (McGowan et al., 2009; p. 625).   
Mentoring, in its traditional form, clearly relies on mentors (typically non-familial adults 
working in a voluntary capacity) interacting with mentees (typically children and young 
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people) on a whole range of activities, including ‘facilitating, coaching, buddying, 
befriending, counselling, tutoring, teaching, life-styling and role-modelling’ (Newburn & 
Shiner, 2006; p. 25).  Indeed, ‘interpersonal relationships between stakeholders embody the 
intervention’ (Pawson et al., 2004; p. 7), and the complex transitions to adulthood provides 
a rationale for reciprocal mentoring relationships (Philip & Spratt, 2007), especially for 
vulnerable groups (Munson & McMillen, 2009).  
Although mentoring typically pivots around the dyadic mentor-mentee relationship, many 
different types of relationships are defined as mentoring (Clayden & Stein, 2005), with 
considerably variation in terms of structure, duration, patterns of interaction and processes 
(Allen et al., 2008).  Mentoring also aspires to go beyond befriending (Pawson et al., 2004), 
to adopt a more assertive stance (cf. Assertive-Mentoring, 2010), where ‘one person [helps] 
another achieve something that is important to them’ (Kay & Hinds, 2009; p. 3).  However, 
there is little consensus as to which specific mentoring activities should be used to balance 
support (Crisp & Cruz, 2009) with appropriate levels of challenge (Ramani, Gruppen & 
Kachur, 2006).  And since mentoring occurs across a wide range of contexts, it is ‘geared to 
the needs of a diverse range of beneficiaries; generates a wide range of models and 
performs a diverse range of functions’ (McGowan et al., 2009; p. 621). 
Nevertheless, youth mentoring is often used to re-engage young people with the labour 
market and facilitate the ‘transformation of their personal attitudes, values and beliefs’ to 
ensure their commitment to becoming employable’ (Colley, 2003; p. 22).  It is an aim fully 
aligned with the spirit of capitalism and the moral imperatives of the Protestant ethic (cf. 
Ritzer, 2003).  Indeed, mentoring is concerned with facilitating a shift in a young person’s 
‘fortitude and fortune’ (Pawson et al., 2004; p. 10).  In other words, mentees build 
aspirations, develop emotional resilience and escape from the marginal activities of outsider 
groups to develop skills, knowledge and patterns of association commensurate with the 
(economic) mainstream (ibid.).  The mentee therefore makes the transition from 
marginalised outsider, to included insider (ibid.). 
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2.1.3  Preoccupation with social inclusion 
  
It is therefore important to note that this study is preoccupied with forms of youth 
mentoring that promote social inclusion.  Such forms might be broadly labelled as ‘social 
mentoring’ (McGowan et al., 2009), or employability focussed engagement mentoring 
(Colley, 2003), where the ‘main goal is to re-engage young people in structured pathways 
into the formal labour market’ (ibid.; p. vi).   This form is differentiated from career related 
mentoring, where colleagues transmit knowledge gained through experience (Crisp & Cruz, 
2009), or indeed induct newcomers into particular professions, such as nursing (cf. 
Shakespeare & Webb, 2008), psychotherapy (cf. Jackson, 2002) or teaching (cf. Fresko & 
Wertheim, 2006; Harrison, Dymoke & Pell, 2006).   McGowan et al. (2009) adopt the term 
‘social mentoring’ as a way to differentiate it from ‘industrial and learning mentoring 
activities which take place within businesses, educational and professional programmes and 
which provides learning and career enhancement for a target group with very different 
needs’ (p. 628). 
  
As such, it should be realised that such career related mentoring within professional 
settings, is not the primary focus of this research,  although some overlap is acknowledged 
(Allen et al., 2008).  A further familiar and common form of mentoring – namely youth peer 
mentoring – is also beyond the scope of this study, despite the fact that power differentials 
between participants are less pronounced (McGowan et al., 2009) and there may be 
significant social benefits.  Indeed, peer mentoring might offset concerns surrounding 
‘power, dominance, dependency and transference’ (Ramani et al., 2006; p. 407) associated 
with more traditional approaches involving an adult mentor.  Nevertheless, the informal 
mentoring that occurs between key professional workers and young people, that permeates 
this inquiry, renders peer mentoring somewhat inconsequential.   
  
2.1.4  Approaches to practice 
  
Mentoring takes on various forms and styles, depending upon the rationale for the 
intervention.  For example, McGowan et al. (2009)  describe a spectrum of various binary 
mentoring styles: direction/guidance, hierarchy/reciprocity, control/empowerment, 
inequality/equality, dependency/autonomy (cf. p. 626).  The style adopted depends, 
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perhaps, upon whether the mentor is concerned with listening, questioning and enabling, as 
opposed to telling, directing and restricting (Zainal Abiddin, 2006).  But such a view is too 
simplistic because mentoring dyads form against the backdrop of wider concerns of 
patriarchal capitalist society, such that the ‘needs and interests of the institution can 
dominate and determine the goals and agenda’ (McGowan et al., 2009; p. 626).  Such 
influences will, as Colley (2003) found, affect the power dynamic between mentor and 
mentee. 
  
It is with these issues in mind that I have reviewed and re-presented the literature regarding 
various approaches to mentoring practice.  As I stated earlier, however, I have only been 
able to review a subset of the available material and have aimed to present the dominant 
themes.  
  
2.1.5  Mentoring as lay practice 
  
Although further research is required into the motivations and perceived benefits for 
mentors working in a voluntary capacity (Caldarella, Gomm, Shatzer & Wall, 2010), it is 
important to recognise that mentors themselves tend to enjoy the experience (Philip & 
Spratt, 2007) and sometimes find it acts as a catalyst to change career (Clayden & Stein, 
2005) once they become more socially aware, tolerant and empathic (Fresko & Wertheim, 
2006).  Indeed, Fresko & Wertheim (ibid.) point out that adult mentors tend to reflect on 
the purpose of education and the ‘dynamics of personal growth’ (p. 150).   
  
As such, mentors typically enjoy being a positive role model (Jackson, 2002).  Volunteers  
drawn from older sections of the population feel that participation gave their life ‘meaning, 
structure and a sense of feeling needed’ (Rogers & Taylor, 1997; p. 128), while others 
working formally with students might feel pride at developing the next generation by 
sharing their expertise (Ramani et al., 2006).  However, those mentoring in a voluntary 
capacity may benefit by gaining social and cultural capital (Colley, 2003; Philip & Spratt, 
2007), in the form of career related experience (Caldarella et al., 2010). 
  
Whether working in a paid capacity or not, Meier (2008) is scathing about the informality 
and ad-hoc nature of mentor training, as such inadequacy impedes the effectiveness of the 
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intervention with young people from deprived backgrounds (Renton, 2009).  It is, however, 
unclear whether further mentor training would improve outcomes (Jackson, 2002).  
Nevertheless, there is a need for ‘extensive and sustained training’ of volunteer mentors 
(Philip & Spratt, 2007; p. 60), so that training might be seen as a process, rather than a one–
off event (Zainal Abiddin, 2006).  The length of training provided appears to vary 
considerably – programmes developed by the Prince’s Trust insist on a minimum of 24 hours 
mentor training and support (Clayden & Stein, 2005), while others typically provide 8 to 10 
hours training for mentors (Rogers & Taylor, 1997).   
  
The issue of on-going mentoring supervision and the fidelity of the programme is also 
problematic.  Where dyadic interactions occur in clinical therapeutic settings, high levels of 
programme and structure clinical supervision are evident – indeed Siqueland et al. (2005) 
describe arrangements where one supervision session occurred following every two hours 
of therapy and therapists’ skills were rated against a Therapeutic Behaviour Rating Scale (cf. 
p. 368).  This stands in stark contrast to mentoring sessions, which tend to be unstructured 
and prone to meander aimlessly (Neenan, 2009).  Indeed, often there are no formal 
frameworks, nor rules, which must be followed where mentoring is concerned (Kay & Hinds, 
2009).   
  
Despite the apparent benefits of working as a mentor, recruitment and retention can be 
problematic (Colley, 2003; Philip & Spratt, 2007), though retention might be addressed by 
thoroughly exploring mentor motivations at the recruitment stage (Caldarella et al., 2010).  
There are specific difficulties surrounding the recruitment of male mentors (James-Roberts 
& Singh, 2001; Philip & Spratt, 2007); it is not unusual to find that women represent 
between two thirds (Rogers & Taylor, 1997) and three quarters (Clayden & Stein, 2005) of 
the mentor population.  Such findings led Clayden & Stein (2005) to conclude that ‘social 
care mentoring is a predominantly female occupation’ (p. 27).  Such gender bias might be 
attributable to ready supply of emotional labour that women have been socially conditioned 
to provide (Colley, 2003). 
 
 
 
22 
 
  
2.1.6  Mentoring as professional practice 
  
Counselling, psychotherapy, psychoanalysis, and even social work itself, have all undergone 
a process of professionalisation in recent years (Goldstein, 2007; Rizq, 2008), leading to 
positivistic and ‘narrow notions of evidence-based practice’ (Loewenthal, 2005; p. 121) and 
uniformity of approach for clients (Ramey & Grubb, 2009).  As such provision has become 
professionalised, welfare services have apparently ‘corporatised and distanced themselves 
from the communities they serve’ (Thake, 2009; p. 172).   
Though it is perhaps tempting to professionalise mentoring provision, there is a danger that 
programmes will become formulaic and standardised so they no longer flex to meet the 
needs of individuals (Newburn & Shiner, 2006) and, moreover, ‘The complex needs of the 
whole child are easily lost in the professionalisation of distinct disciplines, despite the 
political zeitgeist exhorting professionals to work together’ (Smith & Whyte, 2008; p. 25). 
Furthermore, the tensions discussed by Goldstein (2007) between the institutionalised and 
professionalised fields of social work and clinical psychoanalysis – where the former has 
experienced a psychiatric deluge that viewed humanity as object not subject (McLaughlin, 
2006) – also point to the fate awaiting mentoring if it too becomes professionalised.   
There is, however, a significant difference between mentoring as a professional practice and 
mentoring embedded informally within professional practice.  And for the latter form there 
is always the question of whether the professional can set aside, abdicate or otherwise 
minimise (Colley, 2003) institutional authority in order to connect on a subjective and 
humanistic level with the ‘client’. 
Nevertheless, the complex transitions to adulthood provides opportunities for new 
associations between youngsters and adults, away from formal and professional roles (Philip 
& Spratt, 2007).  Young people often value the informality of the relationships held with 
mentors who have no access to official files and no statutory responsibilities (Clayden & 
Stein, 2005).  There is, moreover, a danger that professional discourses, such as those 
pertaining to social work, exaggerate the extent of individual vulnerability and the need for 
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third party professional intervention (McLaughlin, 2006), leaving the capabilities of the 
subject unduly diminished. 
Despite the benefits of informal programmes, organisations such as Australia’s Office for 
Youth feel compelled to build their youth mentoring networks by explicitly following a 
formalised evidence-based approach (Broadbent & Papadopoulos, 2009), which typically 
demands that practitioners adhere to findings reported in the literature, and strengthen 
their professional skills and knowledge (Ramey & Grubb, 2009).    
2.1.7  Mentoring and therapy 
  
There are several compelling reasons to explore the similarities and differences between 
psychoanalytic therapy and mentoring, as indicated by Goldner & Mayseless (2008b).  
Firstly, both endeavours are concerned with locating emancipatory action within the 
domain of the conscious experience.  In the case of mentoring, this is analogous to raising 
critical consciousness and engaging with Foucauldian style self-technology; techniques and 
activities that facilitate personal transformation (cf. Andersen, 2003; pp. 24-26).  As far as 
psychoanalytic therapy is concerned this involves translating:  
unconscious processes, which cause the person to behave in ways not subject to his 
own voluntary control, into conscious modes of action which are subject to his rational 
mastery.  Psychoanalysis has the critical task, through furthering the self-knowledge of 
the analysand, of liberating him from the push and pull of factors which drive his 
activity without the mediation of his consciousness (Giddens, 1976; p. 59-60) 
The second reason for exploring the link between these two interventions is that both 
activities typically pivot around a dyadic relationship, where the effectiveness of the 
intervention is proportional to the strength of the relationship (cf. Barrett, 2001; Colley, 
2003; Goldner & Mayseless, 2008b; Botella & Beriain, 2010; Motschnig-Pitrik & Barrett-
Lennard, 2010), such that ‘Treatment success is...dependent on the relationship between 
the clinician and the patient’ (Wykes & Callard, 2010; p. 302-303).  Thirdly, the specific 
psychotherapeutic principles of humanistic approaches, such as Rogerian Person Centred 
Therapy  (cf. Josefowitz & Myran, 2005; Benson, 2007) and Motivational Interviewing (cf. 
Wormer, 2007; Apodaca & Longabaugh, 2009) bear a striking resemblance to those implicit 
in mentoring.  Fourthly, mentoring is often deployed in the service of clinical therapeutic 
practice (cf. Leader, 2000; Strenger, 2004; Clayden & Stein, 2005; Zainal Abiddin, 2006).  
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Fifthly, the preceding reasons suggest that mentoring could be characterised as form of 
therapeutic intervention that might conform to psychotherapy’s equivalence paradox: ‘that 
treatments have equivalently positive outcomes despite non-equivalent theories and 
techniques’ (Stiles, Barkham, Twigg, Mellor-Clark & Cooper, 2006; p. 555), but has instead 
been marginalised by the field’s allegiance effect – ‘a belief in the superiority of a treatment’ 
(Leykin & DeRubeis cited by Toska, Neimeyer, Taylor, Kavas & Rice, 2010; p. 66), as reflected 
in outcomes of treatment comparison studies (Botella & Beriain, 2010).  In other words, 
mentoring has therapeutic potential – an insight which leads me, sixthly, to the ethical 
considerations surrounding the adoption of therapeutic inspired practices that could impact 
upon a person’s wellbeing.  And, finally, I would argue that the expansion of psychoanalytic 
theory, to embrace social and cultural factors affecting individuals (Goldstein, 2007), 
renders an association between the two fields somewhat unavoidable. 
I trust these are compelling enough reasons for entering unfamiliar territory.  And it should 
be understood that I am an outsider looking into the world of psychoanalysis and clinical 
practice.  I can therefore only gain a view of psychoanalytical practice via a review of the 
theory presented in the literature.  It is a problematic approach given the difference 
between ‘the theoretical aims of theoretical understanding and the practical and directly 
concerned aims of practical understanding’ (Bourdieu cited by Maton, 2008; p. 55).  In this 
case, I have limited access to the practical aims and the practical understanding of 
psychotherapy.  So I have a dilemma, thus: There are a number of compelling reasons for 
exploring the association between the fields of psychotherapy and mentoring, but I have no 
direct experience of psychotherapy – a situation that is, for reasons that will become 
apparent, unlikely to change.  To eschew psychotherapy on these grounds does not 
however resolve my dilemma, but rather creates another: How to reframe the inquiry 
without reference to a field of practice that has effectively converged with the aims and 
interest of both mentoring and action research, and social science broadly conceived.  An 
attempt to reframe the inquiry thus would threaten its validity because psychotherapy 
would become an ‘elephant in the room’ – an obvious issue that cannot be discussed.   
Despite the difficulties, I nevertheless choose to undertake a limited exploration of the 
world of  psychotherapy.   
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2.1.8  Mentoring as therapy 
  
Disentangling the concerns of psychological therapy from mentoring has arguably become 
more problematical since Levinson et al. popularised mentoring in the field of psychology in 
the 1970s (Crisp & Cruz, 2009).  Indeed, mentoring and counselling are now often conflated 
with each other, frequently viewed by professionals as the same thing (cf. Leader, 2000; 
Gardiner, 2008).  As such, mentoring programmes can serve young people who are 
depressed (cf. Munson & McMillen, 2009) or demonstrate other serious mental health 
issues (Jackson, 2002) by providing psychological and emotional support, that is; ‘a sense of 
listening, providing moral support, identifying problems and providing encouragement’ 
(Crisp & Cruz, 2009; p. 538).  Therapy can therefore form an important aspect of mentoring  
in order to address a person’s ‘emotional state and the causes of personal crises and 
problems’ (Zainal Abiddin, 2006; p .4).  It is therefore unhelpful, and somewhat meaningless, 
to simply declare that ‘Mentors should stick to mentoring’ (Ramani et al., 2006; p. 406) 
because human practices do not readily succumb to such reductionist thinking (Bluckert, 
2008).  
 
In order to gain some sense of where the aims of psychological therapy and mentoring 
meet, it is useful to consider the aims of humanistic therapeutic interventions, as described 
by Friedenberg and cited by Rowan (2006): 
the purpose of therapeutic intervention is to support and re-establish a sense of self 
and personal authenticity.  Not mastery of the objective environment; not effective 
functioning within social institutions; not freedom from the suffering caused by 
anxiety...but personal awareness, depth of real feeling, and, above all, the conviction 
that one can use one’s full powers, that one has the courage to be and use all one’s 
essence in the praxis of being (p. 112) 
  
At first glance mentoring can be easily differentiated from this definition of therapy by its 
obvious concern with both mastery of the social environment and effective functioning 
within social institutions – since mentoring promotes interpersonal relationships and the 
capacity to interact effectively within a variety mainstream settings, including the 
workplace.  But mentoring also shares the therapeutic aim of promoting agency in order to 
empower or emancipate young people so they might overcome social structures and 
achieve goals.  Given these common concerns, it is therefore difficult to make a clear 
distinction between the aims of mentoring and the aims of therapy. 
26 
 
 
Furthermore, it is pertinent to note that Kurt Lewin, the person generally credited with 
inventing the term action research, was also a pioneer of psycho-social practices that aimed 
to improve the lives of ordinary people  (Somekh & Zeichner, 2009).  And so there is a 
convergence between the underpinning ideals of action research and the field of youth 
mentoring/social pedagogy.   Indeed, the research aims of this project clearly overlap with 
the aims of existentialism (cf. Harcourt, 2007; p. 9) and humanistic therapy, since they are 
underpinned by the discovery of the real self (Rowan, 2006), through a process of self-
actualisation (cf. Maslow, 1943) or co-actualisation (Motschnig-Pitrik & Barrett-Lennard, 
2010), to produce a fully autonomous and balanced individual who can take responsibility 
for their being in the world (Rowan, 2006) without reference to universal principles (Brown 
& Heggs, 2005).  Furthermore, behavioural therapy – which focuses on behavioural 
responses to external stimuli and subsequent cognitive interventions (Renton, 2009) – has 
recently evolved to help young people develop ‘capacities, skills and competencies’ (Fonagy, 
Target, Cottrell, Phillips & Kurtz, 2002; p. 397) to sustain improvements in relationships with 
peers and family members.  Conversely, mentoring by volunteers and psychology students 
has been shown to improve a range of problematic internalising (including anxiety, 
depression and self-harming) and externalising (including aggression and hyperactivity) 
behaviour in young people (Jackson, 2002; Clayden & Stein, 2005).  Moreover, some forms 
of mentoring aim to build resilience and reshape identities by exploring the ways in which 
the mentees view themselves (Pawson et al., 2004).  It is therefore clear that social 
interaction influences the psychology of the individual (McLaughlin, 2006), suggesting that 
mutuality is an important aspect of self-development and autonomy (Benjamin, 1990).  This 
emphasis is reflected across various interventions including multi-systemic therapy: 
an intensive intervention that combines family and cognitive-behavioural therapy 
strategies with a range of other support services. Central to the model is an 
acceptance that school, work, peers and the wider community are inter-connected 
systems that can influence the behaviour of young people and their families (SETF, 
2008; p. 26)  
  
Whether mentoring constitutes a form of psycho-social therapy arguably depends upon 
where the emphasis of the intervention is placed; whether it is primarily concerned with the 
psychology of self, or self-in-the-world (Giddens, 1976).  However, any social agent’s 
attempt to more fully understand their position in the world through social analysis, as 
27 
 
mentoring surely attempts, was considered by Bourdieu to be a form of political therapy  
(Maton, 2008).  Either way, mentoring cannot escape its counselling dimension (Zainal 
Abiddin, 2006), as Jackson’s (2002) use of psychology students to mentor ‘delinquent’ 
youngsters, as a precursor to future professional experiences, demonstrates.  The apparent 
convergence and integration of psychological and social approaches to addressing the needs 
of young people at risk of social exclusion, are therefore becoming increasingly difficult to 
differentiate (Fonagy et al., 2002).  Such psycho-social treatments are defined as: 
any psychological intervention aimed at reducing aggressive, oppositional and 
maladaptive behaviours, or enhancing prosocial behaviour through counselling, 
training programs or predetermined treatment plans (Fossum, Handegård, 
Martinussen & Mørch, 2008; p. 440)  
  
But this cannot be done unproblematically as there is an inherent tension between 
psychological therapy, delivered as a  ‘dose of treatment’ (Siqueland et al., 2005; p. 372), 
and constructivist sociological interventions such as mentoring (cf. Rizq, 2008).  One method 
used to resolve this tension, clearly evident in the literature, is to approach mentoring as a 
positivistic intervention akin to CBT, as Bernstein et al. (2009) demonstrate when pursuing 
evidenced based mentoring practice and the correct ‘dosage’ (p. xiv) for mentees.  And 
when considering social work more broadly, it is apparent that psychoanalytical techniques 
have been employed by caseworkers, although the tension between the therapeutic and 
social aspects of social work has been acknowledged (Goldstein, 2007). 
  
2.1.9  A return to the social 
  
Contentious ethical issues arise surrounding the point at which someone should be subject 
to a clinically orientated interventions, where ‘forms of behaviour are deemed to be 
expressions of an underlying natural essence, and social determinations are denied’ (Sayer, 
1997; p. 476).  It is a question of distinguishing ‘between psychopathology and narratively 
comprehensible reactions to adverse circumstances of life’ (Jacobs & Cohen, 2010; p. 312).  
Such narrative comprehension could be achieved by studying discourse models that come 
to colonise us without much reflection upon how well they serve our interests (Gee, 2005; 
p. 82). 
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However, when locating a form of behaviour within psychopathology, the scientist ‘labels, 
administers, measures, and intervenes, and in doing so reifies, disempowers, and 
stigmatizes’ (Ramey & Grubb, 2009; p. 80).  The scientific determinism of such clinical 
practices can arguably trap people ‘inside personalities and identities that are limiting for 
them’ (Burr, 2003; p. 6).  Such practices thereby ‘suppress difference’ and ‘pathologise and 
wrongly idealise people’ (Sayer, 1997; p. 454), potentially leading to ‘repetitive assaults on 
patients’ (Goldstein, 2007; p. 10) or procedures perceived to be oppressive and 
discriminatory (Burr, 2003).  Put another way, people who are different can often be 
viewed, and treated, as deviants (Goldstein, 2007) since psychoanalytical theory ‘distorts, 
rather than fosters, the recognition of the other’ (Benjamin, 1990; p. 135).  However, the 
reason for labelling a: 
psychosocial disability a mental disorder, and attributing it to a dysfunction, is to 
remove the distress and disability from the everyday agential or person-in-situation 
framework of understanding and discourse and to place it within the pathology 
framework (i.e., the person, through no action or intention of his or her own, has 
become the setting for the operation of impersonal, harmful, cause-effect processes) 
(Jacobs & Cohen, 2010; p. 313) 
  
Now, Fossum et al. (2008) suggest that some forms of antisocial behaviour constitute a 
clinical disorder; possibly oppositional defiant disorder (ODD) or conduct disorder (CD) – the 
precise diagnosis of which can be confirmed by the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of 
Mental Disorders (DSM), currently in its fourth edition (i.e. DSM-IV).  Whether pathologising 
antisocial behaviour as a mental disorder constitutes the ‘practice of attributing to nature 
what is due to social convention’ (Sayer, 1997; p. 476) is debateable.  But such a diagnosis 
stigmatises the ‘patient’ and, most importantly, robs the individual of their agency.  
Antisocial behaviour therefore becomes a disorder that can only be contained by clinical 
attention.  However, ‘anti-social behaviour is dealt with legally, rather than medically’ 
(Pemberton, 2010; no page nos.) when children become adults because the legal authorities 
insist that individuals, even those with a psychological disorders, remain responsible for 
their actions: 
In order to be responsible we must assume that we are the cause of our actions, and 
this cause must hold over time, retaining its identity, so that rewards and punishments 
are accepted as consequences for actions deemed beneficial or detrimental to others  
(Aylesworth, 2009; no page nos.) 
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We must, however, question whether it is reasonable for the law to pursue young people 
who are victims of pathology, or whether psychoanalysis is over-reaching itself by 
identifying disorders that are, in fact, little more than patterns of behaviour shaped by local, 
social, conventions.  And where these local conventions converge with socio-economic 
deprivation, one might wonder whether poverty is pathologised through a ‘process 
involving psychologists and psychiatrists prescribing psychotropic drugs to treat the impacts 
of poverty...[and thereby keep] the poor drugged and docile...while ignoring other socio-
political factors’ (Turner & Lehning, 2007; p. 63).  Furthermore, even interactions with the 
poor are pathologised and oppressive whereby, for example, ‘parents [single mothers, in 
this case] are also more likely to have...maladaptive cognitions regarding treatment and 
their child’ (cf. Chacko, Wymbs, Wymbs, Pelham, Swanger-Gagne, Girio, Pirvics, Herbst, 
Guzzo, Phillips & O'Connor, 2009; p. 206).  In other words, failure to engage with a 
prescribed programme, or questioning the efficacy of the intervention, is attributed to 
irrational ‘maladaptive cognitions’ arising from the parent living in conditions of socio-
economic adversity.  From the therapists’ perspective, there can be no alternative, rational, 
explanation for non-engagement. 
2.1.10  Embedding mental illness 
 
While, ironically, DSM-IV recognises the pointlessness of expanding the varieties of primary 
mental illness (Jacobs & Cohen, 2010), the fifth revision of the DSM will extend the range of 
mental illness so broadly that the ‘pool of “normality” shrinks to a mere puddle’ (Wykes & 
Callard, 2010; p. 302), with untold consequences for those who will experience patienthood 
as a result (cf. Aldhous, 2009; Roxby, 2010). 
 
The expansion of such clinical intervention is going largely unchallenged, as is the 
accelerated use of prescription drugs in the UK to control supposedly problematic 
behaviour.  For example, Porterfield (2009) claims that the use of Ritalin, which is used to 
control the behaviour of children, has risen dramatically over the past twenty years.  Such 
problematic behaviour is often diagnosed as a neurobehavioral developmental disorder, 
Attention-Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), but could also be attributed to poor 
upbringing (Paton, 2010).   
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2.1.11  Integrating  clinical perspectives 
 
Although clinical approaches to social issues are problematical, they are not without value.  
Siqueland et al. (2005), for example, describe a number of ‘tools’ applied during a hybrid 
CBT programme, that are potentially useful during mentoring, including; relaxation training, 
recognising anxious feelings and the associated response, developing plans to cope with 
situations causing anxiety, analysing self-talk and evaluating performance.  As such, it is 
appropriate to accommodate a degree of ‘boundary blurring’ between mentoring practices 
and psychological approaches, as already occurs across clinical areas (Dickson-Swift, James, 
Kippen & Liamputtong, 2006; p. 854).  We might, for example, reflect on the value to 
mentoring of psycho-social therapy – including the contribution of resilience and 
attachment theory, which highlights individuals’ adaptive strategies and capabilities (Philip 
& Spratt, 2007).    
 
Nevertheless, just as the impact of mentoring is limited, clinical based practices are also far 
from perfect.  Consider, for example, that ‘CBT is only occasionally beneficial for children 
with ADHD’ (Fonagy et al., 2002; p. 220) and 40% of young adolescents do not respond to 
CBT (Siqueland et al., 2005).  This might be due to rigid treatment structures (Goldstein, 
2007), or regression that sometimes occurs at the outset of psychotherapy when children 
relive their traumatic experiences (cf. Rocco-Briggs, 2008). 
 
The appropriate response to such issues is, according to Vecchio et al. (2007), to develop 
better scientific theories that explain why some young people are more resilient to life’s 
challenges whilst others withdraw and become susceptible to depression.  Clinical 
psychologists appear to believe it is just a question of time before they uncover the 
objective truth of evidence based practice, which will ‘identify causal relationships between 
techniques and outcomes, eliminate other possible causes (internal validity), and generalize 
these causal relationships to other populations and settings (external validity)’ (Ramey & 
Grubb, 2009; p. 76). 
  
However, a stronger emphasis on the social aspects of the self-in-the-world (Giddens, 1976) 
arguably recognises that ‘health-related behaviours are shaped and constrained by a range 
of social and community contexts’ (Morrow, 2001; p. 37).  As Siqueland et al. (2005) point 
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out, many children diagnosed with anxiety disorders also struggle with ‘social isolation and 
inadequate social skills’ (p. 362) – factors seemingly beyond the reach of clinic based 
practice, but which might be addressed effectively by forms of social pedagogy, including 
mentoring.    Indeed, the entire point of action orientated social science research is to 
develop theory and practice that explores why people behave as they do in particular social 
contexts (Blaikie, 2000) and what might be done to stimulate positive change.   
  
Attempts to develop a positivistic psychology of the social self appears to be misguided, and 
potentially hazardous, given the propensity of clinical practitioners to medicalise social 
behaviour and prescribe medication to remedy malfunctions of the social self – as the 
Ritalin issue above illustrates.   Perhaps Siqueland et al. (2005) would agree by pointing out 
that the anxiety suffered by children would be alleviated if the aggravating conditions of 
social isolation and poor social skills were addressed.   
  
Such a point would, however, serve to highlight the social construction of anxiety and 
thereby deny the supposedly innate natural essence that constitutes anxiety.  In other 
words, anxiety would be explained as a particular pattern of social relationships and not a 
pathological condition requiring clinical intervention.  Indeed, Botella & Beriain (2010) point 
out that psychological disorders may reflect a particular way of construing social 
experiences, and are best addressed through improved interpersonal relationships.  Of 
course, what gives rise to a particular pattern of social relationships that constitutes anxiety, 
is another question – the answer to which Giddens (2002) might locate within the context of 
socio-economic globalisation and the associated decline of traditional roles and practices 
that constrained, or denied even, personal choices.  The American sociologist Talcott 
Parsons might, alternatively, point to socially acquired need-dispositions which impels 
actors to observe cultural standards, respond according to role expectations and seek 
fulfilling social relationships (Ritzer, 2003).  As such, we need to acknowledge that ‘Social 
agents are not ‘free’ agents, they are socially constrained, but nor are their actions totally 
socially determined’ (Fairclough, 2003; p. 22). 
  
To explain anxiety in such a manner requires, however, a displacement of specific and 
privileged disciplinary knowledge; that pertaining to the psychological knowledge of 
children (Burman & MacLure, 2005).  It is therefore interesting to note that a 
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comprehensive review of social pedagogy (a concept I discuss further below) in Denmark 
saw the ‘role of psychology...reduced to half’, perhaps because ‘psychologists simply were 
not good enough – their methods were outdated, if useable at all’ (Hegstrup, 2003; p. 77).  
But psychotherapists do not cede the privileged position occupied by their disciplinary 
knowledge without struggle, and therefore invent new approaches to address the 
limitations of their old practices.  Take multi-systemic therapy (MST), as an example, which 
acknowledges that ‘psychological descriptions...are expressions of the relationships that 
people have with people in their life’ (Hedges, 2005; p. 12).   
  
Such radical interpretations, drawing on postmodern thinking, sense the limits of 
Enlightenment rationality (Cheek & Gough, 2005), and therefore resists the notion that 
‘knowledge relating to human experience and behaviour can be developed using very 
similar methods to those which have been so spectacularly successful in the natural 
sciences’ (Somekh & Lewin, 2005; p. 283).  As such, the expression of an unchanging and 
authentic identity, as envisaged by positivistic structuralism, is considered to be a 
problematical pursuit of a utopian ideal (Miller, Whalley & Stronach, 2005). 
 
2.1.12  Encroaching upon the social 
 
I felt it necessary to undertake this critique because psychoanalytic theory has expanded to:  
encompass the whole person, a person’s here and now functioning, strengths and 
resilience, and the impact of interpersonal, social, and cultural factors on personality 
functioning (Goldstein, 2007; p. 10)  
  
And in so doing psychoanalysis has colonised territory that was historically associated with 
social science and the social space occupied by educationalists and sociologists.  In other 
words, there has been strong convergence between the interests of these fields, and the 
critique presented here is justified in the face of such encroachment.  As such, there is an 
imperative for social scientists interested in mentoring to further explore and expound the 
boundary to make clear the distinction between these approaches, and describe pedagogic 
alternatives to clinical practice.  We might, indeed, revisit the historical materialism of 
Marxian social theory and the claim that: 
The material conditions of human life, inclusive of the activities and relationships that 
produce those conditions, are the key factors that pattern human experience, 
personality, ideas and social arrangements (Ritzer, 2003; p. 223)  
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And although some therapeutic practices look to be reinventing, or assimilating, social 
theory, such a sharp critique of psychoanalysis should be tempered by acknowledging that 
writers such as Benjamin (1990) draw on the social theory of Habmermas’ intersubjectivity  
in order to establish a standpoint from which to criticise the traditional intra-psychic 
conception of the individual in psychoanalysis (cf. pp. 19-20).  There is an acknowledgement, 
in other words, that the constitution of self-identity is intimately bound by the existence of 
others in such accounts.  Nevertheless, we should always bear in mind that the 
psychoanalysis of socialisation has the potential to severally limit human emancipation 
(McLaughlin, 2006) since scientific knowledge seeks to define what individuals do, what 
they are, will be, may be (cf. Foucault, 1979; p. 18).  We must therefore recognise that to 
‘change someone’s conduct, one must change his or her practice, and in order to change 
practice one must change the condition under which that person lives’ (Lauritsen, 2003; p. 
88).  And this insight brings us to social pedagogy. 
  
2.1.13  Mentoring as social pedagogy 
  
If mentoring is not principally a form of psychotherapy, it might be appropriate to consider 
it as an ‘educational tool of empowerment’ (Fresko & Wertheim, 2006; p. 149) – a form of 
social pedagogy – often applied by lay people whose key qualification to undertake the role 
might be, admittedly, their celebrity status (Rhodes, Spencer, Saito & Sipe, 2006).  Social 
pedagogy, although difficult to define (Paget, Eagle & Citarella, 2007), is fundamentally 
concerned with ‘social action’ (McGowan et al., 2009; p. 625) which promotes the ‘personal 
development, social education and general well-being of the child alongside or in place of 
parents in a range of educational and social care settings’ (Kyriacou et al., 2009; p. 75).  
According to Paget et al. (2007), such settings can include ‘childcare, youth work, 
community development, family support, youth justice services, secure units, residential 
care and play work, with adults as well as children, and in universalist as well as specialist 
services’ (p. 8).  As such, social pedagogy is ‘either pedagogy that is social in some way, or 
social work with an element of education’ (Eriksson & Markström, 2003; p. 9), and the focus 
of social pedagogical praxis ‘is on the social and emotional side of raising and guiding a child 
into the socio–political and sociocultural frame of a society’ (Fog, 2003; p. 29).  Indeed, 
Boddy & Statham (2009) suggest that such praxis is:  
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focused on participants’ everyday lives, working through relationships, and 
emphasising individual rights and participation in decision-making, and the 
development of the whole child: body, mind, feelings, spirit and creativity. Crucially, 
the child is seen as a social being, connected to others and with their own distinctive 
experiences and knowledge (p. 6) 
  
Mentoring and social pedagogy are, in McGowan’s et al. (2009) view, close professional 
competencies, fundamentally linked through the common interest in empowering people to 
take action and stimulate change.  Given this empowerment agenda, it comes as no surprise 
to find that Eriksson & Markström (2003) establish the link between the pedagogic 
dimension of social pedagogy and the transformative education of Freire (1970).  We might 
therefore assume that Freire’s emphasis on raising critical conscience is a key pedagogic 
concern, where: 
learners develop the ability to analyse, pose questions, and take action on the social, 
political, cultural and economic contexts that influence and shape their lives...adults 
develop a deeper understanding of the ways in which social structures shape and 
influence how they think about themselves and the world (Broadbent & 
Papadopoulos, 2009; p. 325) 
  
Such an understanding of social positioning, and an ability to use it skilfully, could be 
important tools in a person’s efforts to change themselves or their circumstances (Burr, 
2003).  And just as engagement mentoring aims to reshape the values and beliefs of young 
people, for the purpose of promoting employability (Colley, 2003), the pedagogic dimension 
of social pedagogy ‘addresses socialisation into values and beliefs’ (Kyriacou et al., 2009; p. 
75).  Mentoring is therefore a social practice that facilitates the ‘selection of certain 
structural possibilities and the exclusion of others, and the retention of these selections 
over time’ (Fairclough, 2003; pp. 23-24).  Structural possibilities could include 
(re)engagement with education, training and employment. 
  
Adopting a social pedagogical approach to social welfare therefore represents an action turn 
and concern for the well-being of the whole person (McGowan et al., 2009).  In the context 
of mentoring, this suggests that the dyadic relationship needs to move beyond simply 
becoming a ‘good friend’ (Rhodes & Lowe, 2008; p. 12), as exemplified by Clayden & Stein 
(2005): 
the mentor of one young woman spent time with her dealing with budgeting, 
relationships and practical and social skills, as well as confidence and self-esteem. The 
reported positive outcomes for the young person included a large variety of social 
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skills, including leadership, motivation, tolerance, problem solving, caring for others, 
managing a project, responsibility, setting and achieving goals, in addition to 
budgeting and independent living skills (p. 36) 
  
Social mentoring, to use McGowan’s et al. (2009) term, therefore views young people, as 
‘active social agents who shape the structures and processes around them’ (Morrow, 2001; 
p. 42), enabling them to take responsibility for themselves (Kyriacou et al., 2009).  Indeed,  
Pawson (2004) points out that: 
The capacity for change is intimately bound up with ‘social identity’ (rather than with 
individual character) because this ‘social self’ is defined in terms of group loyalties. 
Hence, on this account, the success or otherwise of mentoring is governed by the 
mentees’ allegiances: who do they see as their allies and enemies? (p. 5) 
Within the context of compulsory education, the Every Child Matters (cf. ECM, 2010) agenda 
offers a platform for schools to move towards a social pedagogic model of service delivery – 
with the apparent aim of combating social exclusion (Kyriacou et al., 2009).  Association 
with schooling may, moreover, serve to highlight social pedagogy’s educational dimension 
and imperatives, which are otherwise obscured by  its traditional link with social work 
(McGowan et al., 2009).  School-based mentoring might, therefore, be a highly appropriate 
vehicle for social pedagogic practice, especially as mentors working with young people in an 
educational setting can play a significant role by liaising with multi-agency partners to help 
children achieve the five Every Child Matters outcomes (Rose & Doveston, 2008).  There is, 
indeed, evidence that schools are embracing social pedagogic (or psycho-social, depending 
upon one’s perspective) models of teaching and learning since ‘social pedagogy overlaps 
with the idea of pastoral care’ (Kyriacou et al., 2009; p. 75).  For example, the relatively new 
SEAL (Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning) Curriculum taught in UK secondary schools 
involves the development of, amongst other things; beliefs, attitudes, feelings and values  
(cf. DCSF, 2007; p. 122). 
Nevertheless, significant barriers remain to integrating social pedagogy into social welfare 
practices, such as social work, teaching and psychotherapy, including; general unfamiliarity 
with the term and its underpinning philosophy and traditions (Hegstrup, 2003; Boddy & 
Statham, 2009), the cost and scale of training and the limited body of academic literature on 
the topic (Paget et al., 2007).  Furthermore, difficulties defining the concept suggest that 
‘Describing the phenomenon of social pedagogy is a matter of describing its various forms of 
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expression’ (Eriksson & Markström, 2003; p. 9).  However, it is of interest to note that 
Bourdieu’s concept of habitus (i.e. context specific patterns of social behaviour) is integral to 
Danish study of social education (Hegstrup, 2003), which informs social pedagogy practice. 
  
2.1.14  Mentoring and Coaching 
  
Although there is ambiguity surrounding what coaching is, or what coaches do (Renton, 
2009), it appears to share similar aims to mentoring (Zainal Abiddin, 2006), as Downey’s 
definition suggests: ‘[coaching is] the art of facilitating the performance, learning and 
development of another’ (cited by Neenan, 2009; p. 249).  A more expansive definition 
offered by Renton (2009) emphasises the psychological dimension, where coaching involves 
working: 
with a client or a group to clarify goals and objectives, and to clarity and define 
obstacles to their achieving a chosen path or purpose.  To do this the coach must help 
the client acquire high levels of self-awareness, self-responsibility and self-belief, 
because in short, self-belief is the key to most successful human interventions (p. 66) 
  
Although these practices are often conflated with each other (cf. Lane, 2010), coaching 
relationships, though supportive, can be short lived (Jackson, 2002) and particularly 
directive in nature (Crisp & Cruz, 2009).  And while Bluckert (2008) presents numerous 
models of the role of coaching in relation to other disciplines, these serve to further confuse 
the picture by overlapping the concerns of coaching with counselling, mentoring  and 
training.  Different writers, indeed, place a different emphasis upon these varying disciplines 
depending upon their specific interests and priorities.  So, for example, Pawson et al. (2004) 
and Zainal Abiddin (2006) consider coaching to be a component of psycho-social mentoring, 
whereas Bluckert (2008) finds mentoring to be a component of coaching.  Such treatment 
invariably leads to conflation between the terms (cf. Zainal Abiddin, 2006).   
  
Either way, coaching, like mentoring, is a form of facilitated learning that may ‘involve all 
manner of informal guidance and formal training’ (Pawson et al., 2004; p. 11) to improve 
performance and develop skills (Zainal Abiddin, 2006).  And like mentoring, coaching draws 
on practices similar to therapeutic CBT, including Socratic questioning to promote reflection 
and develop problem solving strategies (Neenan, 2009).  Perhaps ‘there is no doubt that 
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coaching is more results and action-focused than therapy’ (Bluckert, 2008; p. 4), and 
arguably, youth mentoring. 
  
2.2  Mentoring, community and the state 
  
Although the origins of mentoring can be found embedded in Greek mythology (Colley, 
2003; Ramani et al., 2006; Zainal Abiddin, 2006; Crisp & Cruz, 2009), contemporary practice 
has its roots in the nineteenth century where middle-class women visited the poor of North 
America; a practice that eventually gave way to the social work profession (Philip & Spratt, 
2007).  The Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America programme, established in response to social 
welfare concerns (Newburn & Shiner, 2006), can take some credit for raising the popularity 
of youth mentoring (Pawson et al., 2004) in the 20th century. 
  
Mentoring practice has continued to be a national priority (Crisp & Cruz, 2009) in the early 
part of the 21st century.  Indeed, both Colley (2003) and Newburn & Shiner (2006) trace 
various policy developments across many facets of social exclusion, including; youth justice, 
youth unemployment and educational underachievement.  It is a focus which Milburn 
(2009), a prominent figure in the recent New Labour government, has recently reasserted – 
perhaps reflecting the state’s apparently benign and paternalistic instinct to both educate 
and protect its citizens (West, 1994), particularly those leaving the care system (cf. Munson 
& McMillen, 2009).  Given the limited evidence base, it is however ironic that mentoring 
should be so heavily promoted by a UK government otherwise committed to evidence 
based practice and the pursuit of ‘what works’ (Colley, 2003).  However, given the escalating 
number of young people engaging in antisocial behaviour (Jackson, 2002; Fossum et al., 
2008), and the lack of resources to tackle wider social problems (Eriksson & Markström, 
2003; Stringer, 2007), the government perhaps views mentoring to be a cheap and effective 
approach for dealing with the threat posed by an emerging ‘underclass’ (Colley, 2003; p. 16).  
After all, mentoring is an important approach to tackling social exclusion, not least because 
‘exclusion threatens social cohesion and order’ (Daly & Silver, 2008; p. 546). 
  
2.2.1  A form of cultural hegemony? 
  
Although Pawson (2004) alludes to the darker side of mentoring, where mentors engage in 
manipulative and otherwise unhelpful behaviour, he does not explore the possibility that 
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mentoring can be used as a disciplinary and supervisory mechanism of political power 
designed to ensure that problematic individuals conform to rational and moral norms 
(Marston, 2008; Morris, 2009).  The imposition of such moral norms represents a form of 
cultural hegemony which refers, as Bell (1976) explains, to the dominance of a single social 
group in shaping the prevailing worldview and the interpretive frame of reference for the 
age.  As such, powerful political forces engage in a struggle to contend that their vision and 
representations of the world hold a universal status (cf. Fairclough, 2003; p. 45).  
  
As a form of cultural hegemony, mentoring uses persuasion instead of command (Drucker 
cited by Flaherty, 1999; p. 258), within a dyadic relationship ‘located within the wider power 
structures of patriarchal capitalist society’ (Colley, 2003; p. 3).  Since mentoring seeks 
improved youth competencies (Zand, Thomson, Cervantes, Espiritu, Klagholz, LaBlanc & 
Taylor, 2009), and a reduction in problematic behaviours (Keller, 2005), the mentee is 
persuaded to trade their emancipation for empowerment, where: 
Empowerment involves people developing capacities to act successfully within the 
existing system and structures of power, while emancipation concerns critically 
analyzing, resisting, and challenging structures of power (Inglis cited by Worthman, 
2008; p. 457) 
  
Mentoring arguably has the potential to join society’s broader ‘carceral continuum’ in which 
some humans – including those engaged in, or sponsored by, the professions – develop a 
panoptic gaze to supervise the behaviour of others as they go about their day-to-day 
working and domestic lives (Foucault, 1979).  Mentoring is made palatable by the assertion 
that the dyadic relationship, though structurally unequal and hierarchical (Allen et al., 2008), 
is supportive and reciprocal (Crisp & Cruz, 2009).  As such, the ‘continuous enactment of 
power differentials’ (Ritzer, 2003; p. 170) between the participants impedes the creation of 
shared meanings.  Despite this weakness, mentoring is arguably designed to unobtrusively 
impose (Liasidou, 2008) modernist socio-structural taxonomies (Davis, 2007) on delinquent 
youngsters (Jackson, 2002) and problematic others who constitute a socially excluded 
underclass that implicitly threatens mainstream society (Colley, 2003; Daly & Silver, 2008).  
In other words, mentoring seeks to emotionally seduce those who remain defiant when 
engaged by the coercive governmentality of rational-legal authority (cf. Ritzer, 2003). 
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The perception held by young people that mentors acts as ‘guide not master’ (Rose & 
Doveston, 2008; p. 145) and ‘provide support without imposing moral values’ (Liang et al., 
2008; p. 175) is therefore a deception.  Mentoring actually facilitates the ‘the dissemination 
of the dominant ideology’ (Morris, 2009; p. 146), that is the ‘slow, subtle, almost invisible 
penetration of the moral and intellectual beliefs’ (Stanford, 2010; no page nos.) of the 
dominant professional classes onto problematic others.  Mentoring therefore has the 
capacity to ‘absorb potential unrest’ (McLaughlin, 2006; p. 56) through a communicative 
interaction which attempts to establish rational consensus and social coordination (Morris, 
2009; p. 148) with those who might otherwise subvert the spirit of capitalism and the 
Protestant ethic (cf. Ritzer, 2003).  How else are we to understand the ‘holistic’ and ‘multi–
agency’ arrangement of public sector services, other than to deal with disaffected youth in 
such a manner, across many fronts simultaneously? 
  
Often the aim of engagement mentoring, as Colley (2003) points out, is to re-engage young 
people with the labour market by ‘altering their attitudes, values and beliefs’  (p. 7) – 
thereby ensuring that mentees requiring ‘social  adjustment’ (Goldner & Mayseless, 2008a; 
p. 5) adhere to normative assumptions which ‘shape the human herd into a society of 
knowing and acting subjects’ (Aylesworth, 2009; no page nos.).  Mentoring thereby 
facilitates the successful transition to adulthood, from a capitalist perspective, by 
developing the ability of young people to participate as consumers (Ritzer, 2003) and 
‘behave appropriately in multiple domains’ (Vecchio et al., 2007; p. 1808) by accepting 
responsibility for their actions, even when reluctant, or afraid, to do so (Buchanan, 2005). 
 
Such ambitions for mentoring may represent an ingrained cultural attitude of the 
professional classes where those perceived to be ‘eager for enjoyment and destruction’ 
constitute a mob that must, as Freud would have it, ‘be held down forcibly by a prudent 
superior class’ (Freud cited by McLaughlin, 2006; p. 90).  Whether Freud sustained this view 
outside the context of psychoanalysis is difficult to ascertain, although he apparently 
believed that authoritative domination protected society from the dangers of human 
instincts (cf. Benjamin, 1990).  Nevertheless, those who occupy higher positions within a 
social hierarchy tend to be ‘concerned about the lower ranks only if they threaten the 
higher ranks’ (cf. Ritzer, 2003; p. 106).  Such concerns perhaps reflect the fear that 
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civilisation requires reinforcement and ‘protection against the anarchistic impulses...of life’ 
that lurk below the surface of existence and forever in danger of bursting out’ (cf. Bell, 1976; 
p. 5). 
  
However, it is difficult to ascertain the extent to which mentoring actually carries such a 
subtext, especially as the Big Brothers Big Sisters programme (BBBS, 2009) in the United 
States specifically advises mentors against seeking to transform the mentee in such a 
manner.  As such, mentors are advised not to talk in terms of ‘shoulds’ or ‘oughts’ (Rogers & 
Taylor, 1997; p. 136) as this amounts to telling mentees ‘what to do [and] how to do it’ (Kay 
& Hinds, 2009; p. 5).  However, such advice to mentors is not unexpected because ‘Power is 
only tolerable only on condition that it masks a substantial part of itself.  Its success is 
proportional to its ability to hide its own mechanisms’ (Foucault cited by Burr, 2003; p. 73). 
  
To be explicit about true intentions within the dyadic relationship is to expose the 
disciplinary and supervisory mechanism of political power – that is; ‘the secret but unspoken 
complicity to maintain [arbitrary social] rules’ (Bell, 1976; p. 5) – which essentially lies at the 
heart of mentoring.  As such, mentoring is broadly successful at disguising and advancing 
the socio-economic imperatives of patriarchal society – often in the guise of an unwitting 
female cast, through social conditioning, into the caring and selfless role as mentor (James-
Roberts & Singh, 2001; Colley, 2003) and spokesperson for the dominant ideology (Morris, 
2009) – upon a young person in a manner that, say, a teacher or social worker would 
struggle to achieve because of their pronounced supervisory and authoritative role within 
society (Ritzer, 2003; McLaughlin, 2006).   
 
The current coalition government recognises, indeed, that ‘it may be more effective to use 
messengers that are not seen as agents of the state...to get the message across’ (Dolan, 
Hallsworth, Halpern, King & Vlaev, 2010; p. 38).  However, Pawson (2004) warns that 
messengers in the guise of peer support is not effective as a proxy for adult guidance, 
adding; ‘if young people are perceived as carriers of adult norms and values then impact is 
often lost’ (p. 56).  As such, it is not always clear whose interests are being served, 
particularly when mentees are subtly coerced into participation by authoritative figures 
representing state institutions, including those associated with the youth justice system 
(Colley, 2003; Philip & Spratt, 2007).    
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However, there is a risk here of idealising the oppressed; that characterising domineering 
relationships as a simple ‘doer’ and ‘done to’ dynamic fails to acknowledge that people 
participate in their own submission (cf. Benjamin, 1990), as well as their emancipation.  
Indeed, the current coalition government argues that the public’s permission is needed 
before policymakers use behavioural theory to ‘nudge’ people to ‘do the right thing’ (Dolan 
et al., 2010; p. 12).  Nevertheless, one assumes that general ambivalence towards the policy 
– most government policy, arguably – will be interpreted as tacit permission.  Furthermore, 
the application of such techniques is likely to fall disproportionally on those who are 
vulnerable, or deemed problematic, and justified on the grounds of paternalistic 
safeguarding.   
  
As I pointed out in the Introduction chapter, power relations are asymmetrical and those 
who are ‘nudged’ often lack the skills, resources and authority to reciprocate using the same 
knowledge and tools – in other words, they are unable to resist the unobtrusive and 
patently manipulative practices that undermine personal agency and responsibility.  Dolan 
et al. (2010) recognise such potential difficulties and highlight the ethical dilemmas that 
arise at the boundary of state induced behaviour management.  It is also important to note 
that despite the existence of the government sponsored Mentoring and Befriending 
Foundation in the UK (cf. MBF, 2011), there is no direct evidence that mentoring has been 
explicitly appropriated by the government to facilitate the deliberate imposition of power; 
although such imposition is very different from the more unobtrusive forms of social 
domination discussed above (Giddens, 1971; p. 36). 
  
2.2.2  Rationalising the lifeworld  
Habermas’ account of modernity maintains that  instrumental and rational systems (notably 
economic and state systems) have been separated out from the socio-cultural lifeworld; i.e. 
‘areas of everyday life in which actions must be carried out communicatively’ (Edwards, 
2008; p. 302).  And while this is not in itself problematic, there is a danger of ‘over-extension 
of strategic action as part of the ‘colonization’ of the lifeworld by systems’ (Fairclough, 2003; 
p. 110), as exemplified by the coalition government’s ‘Mindspace’ approach to influencing 
people’s behaviour (cf. Dolan et al., 2010), since: 
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Colonization erodes communicative forms of interaction by replacing them with 
actions mediated by money and power. These actions are not coordinated through 
consensus, but through a functional interlocking of system ‘inputs’ and ‘outputs’ 
(Edwards, 2008; p. 304) 
  
We might, consequently, also view mentoring as an over-extension of strategic social action 
intruding into the lifeworld of problematic others.  Mentoring activities therefore become 
‘subservient to and displaced by organisationally driven bureacratic (sic) processes and 
agendas’ (McGowan et al., 2009; p. 628), thereby limiting the extent of the communication 
between participants (Ritzer, 2003).  The strategic aims of the sponsor organisation 
therefore takes precedence over subjective goals negotiated between mentor and mentee 
(Clayden & Stein, 2005).  Indeed, McGowan et al. (2009) suggest that the dyadic relationship 
can become a directive triad and the ‘mentor may become the vehicle through which 
organisational goals seek expression rather than as a facilitator through which the needs of 
the beneficiary may be met’ (p. 626). 
  
Unsurprisingly, tensions invariably arise between service-led and participant-led programme 
aims (Clayden & Stein, 2005).  This can be problematic if the mentee resists the pursuit of a 
programme’s specified outcomes while the mentor continues to closely follow its structure 
and processes.  Such a scenario potentially leads to a highly directive mentoring style – from 
mentor to tyrant; a tor-mentor (Colley, 2003) where the ‘emancipatory ideal [is] 
experienced as a coercive measure by those on the receiving end’ (McLaughlin, 2006; p. 
124).  We might therefore remember that ‘people are more likely to grow and change in a 
positive direction on their own than if they get caught up in a battle of wills’ (Wormer, 
2007).  One might argue, indeed, that young people resist the rationalising authority of 
teachers or social workers, simply because their practices represent an instrument and 
vector of power, a ‘technology of power over the body’ and soul (Foucault, 1979; p. 30).   
  
2.3  Is Mentoring Effective? 
  
Positive perceptions of mentoring are often founded on unsubstantiated empirical evidence 
and minimal research on the nature and effectiveness of the mentor-mentee relationship 
(Jackson, 2002; Colley, 2003; Clayden & Stein, 2005; Newburn & Shiner, 2006; Philip & 
Spratt, 2007; Rhodes & Lowe, 2008; Renton, 2009; Zand et al., 2009), especially from the 
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perspective of the young person (Liang et al., 2008).  As such, there are conflicting views 
within the literature regarding the effectiveness of mentoring to achieve ‘hard’ outcomes, 
including uptake of employment and training or reduction in offending behaviour (Philip & 
Spratt, 2007).  Indeed, Pawson (2004) suggests that ‘getting beyond befriending...is the 
bane of youth mentoring’ (p. 36).  Others, including Newburn & Shiner (2006), argue that 
mentoring is effective at engaging young people in education and training, but less 
successful at reducing antisocial behaviour.    
  
When looking across reviews of specific programmes, similar conflicting evidence emerges.  
For example, Hurworth School in Darlington, has directly attributed a drastic improvement 
in GCSE results (from 38% of pupils achieving 5 A* – C grades to 96% (81% including English 
and Maths)), to its assertive mentoring programme (cf. Assertive-Mentoring, 2010).  
Elsewhere, Crisp & Cruz (2009) point to a study where mentored minority college students 
achieved higher levels of academic success and retention rates on courses than non-
mentored minority students.  Conversely, the Israeli Perach programme, which sees 
thousands of Year 6 and Year 7 children mentored for an eight month period by 
undergraduates, is only moderately effective at improving a range of socio-academic 
indicators  (Goldner & Mayseless, 2008a).  Similarly, Bernstein’s et al. (2009) review of 255 
school-based mentoring programmes in the US, revealed small but positive impacts upon 
mentee’s peer relationships, academic performance and behaviour in school – though the 
effect can be short lived, not lasting beyond the school year.  Caldarella et al. (2010) also 
note that school-based mentoring improves self-esteem, attitudes to school and, indeed, 
parental relationships.  But UK primary school children who were mentored specifically to 
address behaviour issues ‘continued to show serious problems’ (James-Roberts & Singh, 
2001; p. viii). 
  
Turning to community focussed programmes, mentoring can have a significant impact by 
reducing non-compliance behaviour (Jackson, 2002) and: 
(1) enhancing youth’s knowledge and refusal skills regarding alcohol, tobacco and 
other drugs; and (2) increasing youth’s reported sense of self-worth, promoting 
feelings of well-being, and reducing feelings of sadness and loneliness (Rogers & 
Taylor, 1997; p. 138)  
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Moreover, Rhodes & Lowe (2008), Keller (2005), Langhout et al. (2004) and Jackson (2002), 
amongst others, have examined the American Big Brother Big Sisters (BBBS, 2009) 
mentoring programme using a range of qualitative and quantitative methods.  Amongst the 
findings, young people who were assigned a mentor were ‘46% less likely to take drugs, 27% 
less likely to drink alcohol, and 30% less likely to strike another person’ (Fonagy et al., 2002; 
p. 173). 
  
Other youth social schemes developed in the United States, including after school provision, 
and other activities involving social skills training, also led to significant reductions in 
antisocial behaviour and juvenile crime (Fonagy et al., 2002).  The positive impact of 
mentoring is also reported by Munson & McMillen (2009), who conducted a quantitative 
study of 339 older US youth in foster care.  The authors concluded that the presence of an 
enduring non-kin mentor relationship was associated with positive psycho-social outcomes, 
including; fewer symptoms of depression, less stress and greater life satisfaction – at aged 
19, these participants were also less likely to have been arrested.   
 
However, the UK based Mentoring Plus programme, instigated by the Youth Justice Board, 
aimed to reduce offending, but did so indirectly by addressing barriers to social inclusion 
(Newburn & Shiner, 2006), while Philip & Spratt (2007) point out that more youngsters 
continued their offending behaviour following mentoring, than a control group.  In a similar 
vein, Colley (2003) describes a mentoring programme where the violent behaviour of young 
male African American participants actually escalated in comparison to a non-mentored 
control group.  Indeed, many programmes, stretching back to the late 1990s have had 
similar aims – that is to; ‘change their [disaffected youngsters] attitudes and behaviours’ 
(DfEE cited by Colley, 2003; p. 21) – but have met with limited success.  While some 
mentoring programmes are unsuccessful (Zand et al., 2009), mentoring can address 
problematic behaviours, but not necessarily improve broader social skills (Jackson, 2002).  
Given such variability across programme outcomes, it is difficult to categorically state that 
‘mentoring works’ or ‘mentoring does not work’ (Newburn & Shiner, 2006; p. 38) and we 
need to be realistic about what can be achieved (Pawson et al., 2004).  As a point of interest, 
it should also be noted that the evidence, from a meta-analysis of 55 studies, surrounding 
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the effectiveness of various family/parent training programs designed to prevent disruptive 
behaviour and adolescent delinquency is also inconclusive (cf. Piquero et al., 2009).  
However, the available evidence suggests, broadly speaking, that when mentoring is done 
well it can make a profound and life changing difference (Colley, 2003; Meier, 2008; Munson 
& McMillen, 2009), for some young people at least (Rhodes, 2008; Broadbent & 
Papadopoulos, 2009) – but we should be cautious as few longitudinal studies have been 
conducted (Philip & Spratt, 2007) and aspirations across programmes and participants vary 
considerably (Pawson et al., 2004).  Those programmes established on sound theoretical 
frameworks appear to be the most successful (Philip & Spratt, 2007).  However, the extent 
of its effectiveness appears to be proportional to the intensity of the relationship (Rogers & 
Taylor, 1997), the pattern and content of the interaction (Keller, 2005) and the degree of 
control afforded to the mentee; mentoring is more highly valued by young people when 
they can negotiate the relationship based upon their own needs and concerns (Colley, 
2003).  Nevertheless, mentoring alone rarely promotes large-scale shifts in disposition or 
social status (Pawson et al., 2004). 
2.3.1  Evaluating outcomes 
  
It is often difficult to determine how to measure the success of a programme (Newburn & 
Shiner, 2006) as mentees can achieve positive outcomes even if specific goals are not 
reached (Clayden & Stein, 2005).  As such, those evaluating the effectiveness of mentoring 
programmes tend to authenticate that which they intuitively hold to be true (Rhodes & 
Lowe, 2008) and there is a danger that mentoring practice can become disconnected from 
either empirical or theoretical footings (Zand et al., 2009). 
  
The difficulties experienced in establishing the effectiveness of mentoring stem, in part, 
from the diversity in structure and context of the intervention (Philip & Spratt, 2007; 
Broadbent & Papadopoulos, 2009).  As Crisp & Cruz (2009) further note ‘the inconsistency in 
how mentoring is defined and subsequently measured may be a symptom of a larger area of 
concern – a lack of theory guiding the majority of the mentoring research’ (p. 540). 
  
Furthermore, it is difficult to isolate mentoring from other forms of intervention or 
initiatives (Philip & Spratt, 2007) and much depends on the structure of the programme, as 
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outcomes can vary depending upon the formality of the dyadic relationship (Allen et al., 
2008).  Further methodological difficulties arise when working with young people who are 
experiencing emotional and social difficulties, as such circumstances can lead to erratic 
attendance (Conolly, 2008) and high levels of programme attrition (Colley, 2003; Siqueland 
et al., 2005; Newburn & Shiner, 2006; Philip & Spratt, 2007) – programme evaluation 
becomes difficult if contact is lost with significant numbers of participants between 
assessment points (Newburn & Shiner, 2006). 
  
2.4  Summary  
  
An analysis of mentoring such as this represents an important example of post structural 
critique because it forces us to question how institutions come to shape the idea of a 
‘delinquent’ that can be made available for ‘rehabilitation’ – it asks how our practices shape 
our beliefs, and at what cost (Harcourt, 2007). 
  
But despite this critique, mentoring is an activity which can reconnect young people to their 
families (Pawson et al., 2004; p. 34), peer network (Philip & Spratt, 2007) and the wider 
community.  Mentoring thus acts as an antidote to the ‘rampant individualism’ (Bell, 1976; 
p. 16) and narcissism which has accompanied the collapse of moral authority in modern day 
life (Benjamin, 1990).  Indeed, it enriches the social fabric by engaging people across status 
groups (Pawson et al., 2004); by connecting young people to reliable and responsive people 
(Philip & Spratt, 2007; Daly & Silver, 2008), so they may reach a mutual understanding 
through discourse (Morris, 2009).   These reliable and caring individuals offer young people 
‘support, counsel, friendship, reinforcement and a constructive example’ (MENTOR, 2005; p. 
11) to help with issues arising from day-to-day living (Rose & Doveston, 2008).  Mentoring 
therefore builds social capital by promoting a sense of civic engagement in a pluralistic 
society (Daly & Silver, 2008). 
  
It is therefore important to recognise that despite the struggle for autonomy, most young 
people desire close family support (Morrow, 2001; Cook, Buehler & Henson, 2009) and 
expressions of approval from parents and other significant adults (Liang et al., 2008; Renton, 
2009). Mentoring is therefore ‘complementary to or compensatory for existing 
family...relationships’ (Philip & Spratt, 2007; p. 14), and should consider opportunities to 
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promote both familial and non-familial relationships (Liang et al., 2008).  Developing such 
mentoring relationships is perhaps very significant for young people in care who typically 
experience accelerated transitions into adulthood and independent living (Philip & Spratt, 
2007; Munson & McMillen, 2009).  It should be noted, therefore, that mentoring 
relationships do not occur in isolation (McGowan et al., 2009) and should be viewed as part 
of a broad social strategy (Rogers & Taylor, 1997) involving parents/guardians and, where 
relevant, caseworkers (Keller, 2005; Broadbent & Papadopoulos, 2009). 
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3. METHODOLOGY 
 
I have made a distinction between methodology and methods in order to differentiate 
between the rationale for the approaches I have adopted within this inquiry and the 
selection and application of the practical research tools.  I have also aimed to ensure that 
the discussion below is comprehensive without engaging in a protracted ideological debate 
surrounding the merits of various research traditions, not least because such a discussion 
would surely lie beyond the requirements of the doctoral programme and the scope of this 
inquiry. 
 
The methodological approach adopted within this inquiry has, broadly speaking, emerged in 
response to the problematic conditions of everyday life experienced by the young people I 
have worked with over many years.  So while there has been a need to understand how 
these problematic social conditions arise, there has also been an imperative, associated with 
my professional role, to address the issues by improving existing services, developing new 
interventions, or influencing broader social policy.  As a member of the small community 
within which this study is located, I therefore recognise an obligation to go beyond simple 
empirical study by intervening, where possible and appropriate, to improve life for the 
young people I work with. 
 
Some of that improvement, emerging as a result of this inquiry, is direct (for example, 
facilitating access to specialist advice and material resources, or engaging youngsters with a 
life skills course that prompts new action) and some is indirect (for example, acting as a 
feedback channel to key workers through research dissemination).  I would also argue that 
positive change for some of the youngsters who have participated will take many years, but 
the methodology can provide an opportunity for participants to reflect upon life 
experiences and embrace participation as a point of reorientation or transition. 
 
With this in mind, it is now appropriate to explore the key research paradigms and the 
transformative potential of various methodological approaches.  
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3.1  Establishing an approach 
  
Any approach to inquiry entails, through the questions asked and the methods followed, the 
adoption of numerous ideological presuppositions on the part of the researcher, regardless 
of whether these are acknowledged or not (Lynch, 2008).  As such, researchers should state 
their philosophical assumptions about the ‘nature of reality (ontology), how they know what 
is known (epistemology), the inclusion of their values (axiology), the nature in which their 
research emerges (methodology), and their writing structures’ (Creswell et al., 2007; p. 
238). 
  
In so doing, the researcher faces up to the many research dilemmas and can make informed, 
defensible, choices (Blaikie, 2007).  Nevertheless, any attempt to adopt, or indeed construct, 
a research methodology needs to be approached with a high degree of caution and vigilance 
on the part of the researcher.  This is because, firstly, the range of available ontologies, 
epistemologies and axiologies available offers different perspectives with which to approach 
research and interpret findings (Dillon & Wals, 2006) and, secondly, because writers use a 
wide range of conflated terms to describe their theoretical approach and methodological 
positions (Burr, 2003; Creswell, 2003).  Indeed, in the literature the term methodology often 
refers to formal theories, academic disciplines, schools of thought or movements, specific 
methods (Carter & Little, 2007) and research ‘tools’ (Diefenbach, 2009; p. 877).   
  
Given the complex and protracted philosophical discussion surrounding methodologies and 
methods in the literature, I therefore have some doubt as to whether it is possible, or even 
desirable, to present a unified or coherent single mode of enquiry (Dillon & Wals, 2006).  
And Carr (2006) even challenges the assumption that it is necessary to present a 
methodology, given that researchers in other fields find it unnecessary to ‘legitimise their 
inquiries by invoking something called ‘methodology’’ (p. 422) – perhaps because 
methodology operates in such disciplines unconsciously, as a tacit ‘code, a language, an 
episteme’ (Harcourt, 2007; p. 19).  Nevertheless, a failure to clarify the methodology will 
undoubtedly result in the value of the work being questioned (Hamilton, Smith & 
Worthington, 2008) and substantiate Hammersley’s assertion that qualitative research, 
broadly conceived, is caught up in ‘conceptual and methodological confusion’ (Banfield, 
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2004; p. 53).  The key methodological question to ask therefore is: ‘Which procedures and 
rules are necessary in order to obtain theoretical knowledge? (Andersen, 2003; p. xii). 
  
This question implies that methodology and epistemology are interdependent disciplines; 
that methodology is viewed as applied epistemology (Gardner, Helm, Janaway, McCabe, 
Papineau, Sorabji & Worrall, 2005).  As such, I aim to establish a ‘well-articulated 
methodological strategy’ (Hart cited by Dillon & Wals, 2006; p. 555); a framework within 
which to conduct the inquiry, that makes clear the rationale behind the epistemological and 
ontological positions adopted, the research methods deployed, and appropriate analytical 
strategies used to meet the aims of this inquiry.  I therefore hope to avoid producing a study 
which is ‘methodologically flawed’, as much qualitative mentoring research appears to be 
(Crisp & Cruz, 2009; p. 532).  
  
My attempt to establish internal consistency between the various facets of the project will 
serve to establish the quality of this research (Carter & Little, 2007), in the apparent absence 
of consensually agreed quality criteria (Bryman, Becker & Sempik, 2008).  The resulting 
methodological discussion will make clear my vantage point, recognise the existence of 
other vantage points and clarify why my choices were preferred to others (Dillon & Wals, 
2006).  I therefore take the term methodology to encompass the theoretical rationale that 
justifies the research methods (Carr, 2006), that is; ‘a theory and analysis of how research 
should proceed’ (Harding cited by Carter & Little, 2007; p. 1317).  However, in order to 
establish this methodological strategy, and facilitate the discussion, I need to make three 
key decisions, as suggested by Carter & Little (ibid.; pp. 1325 – 1326): 
  
1. Choose an epistemological position 
2. Select a methodology to employ (or elements to combine) 
3. Select methods within the chosen epistemology and methodology 
  
As indicated, however, making such decisions is not as straight forward as this list might 
suggest – indeed, an inconsistency is already evident as epistemological position is ranked 
above methodology in Carter & Little’s list, thereby contradicting my assertion that 
methodology should be the all-encompassing term.  Despite this difficulty, which I aim to 
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resolve presently, the list does provide a useful structure with which to address these 
fundamental research design issues. 
  
3.2  Qualitative, quantitative and mixed approaches to research 
  
Onwuegbuzie & Leech (2005) identify two opposing camps of social science researchers; 
those comprised of positivists (employing quantitative research methods) on the one side 
and the interpretivists (employing qualitative research methods), on the other.  The 
extremities of this dualism is conceptualised by Scott (2005) as two familiar research 
paradigms; naive realism and radical relativism, respectively – where paradigms are broadly 
defined as a ‘set of beliefs’ (Bostrom, 2004; p. 346) which relate to ‘different ways of making 
connections between ideas about the social world, the social experiences of people and the 
social world within which social life occurs’ (Blaikie, 2007; p. 3). 
  
An acknowledgement of these opposing camps – i.e. positivist and interpretivist – is 
important even though this dichotomy is problematic (cf. Bostrom, 2004; Scott, 2005) and 
subject to postmodernist challenge (Davison, 2006).  The acknowledgement is important 
because the choice of epistemological and ontological position, and whether therefore to 
use qualitative or quantitative approaches to the inquiry, is the first decision to take when 
embarking upon an inquiry (Davies, 2007). 
  
And although Scott (2005) describes the qualitative and quantitative dualism between 
approaches to social science as ‘unhelpful’ (p. 634), many other writers (cf. Creswell, 2003; 
Silverman, 2006; Bryman, 2007; Carter & Little, 2007) essentially start from this point.  Burck 
(2005) is aware of the danger of reinforcing this duality, arguing that quantitative and 
qualitative research methodologies suit particular research questions, but are nevertheless 
interlinked.  However, the choice of approach broadly depends on what the research is 
designed to find out, as each has unique strengths and weaknesses (Silverman, 2006; Allen 
et al., 2008).  If the intention is to analyse, say, voting patterns then quantitative approaches 
are appropriate to identify causal relationships between variables (Blaikie, 2007).  If, on the 
other hand, the intention is to explore every day behaviours and experiences, we might 
examine and interpret ‘patterns and themes in what people say’ (Dillon & Wals, 2006; p. 
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550), or the ‘reflections and experience of others’ (Dyke, 2009; p. 298), in order to gain an 
understanding of people’s lived realities and their social settings (Waterhouse, 2007).   
  
Due to the stark contrast between those adopting a qualitative or quantitative approaches, 
numerous writers have developed various arguments, theories and rhetorical devices – 
including; Bourdieu (cf. Harcourt, 2007), Giddens (1984), Latour (2005), Pring (cf. Scott, 
2005) and Hammersley (cf. Banfield, 2004) – in an attempt to ‘clear the conceptual ground’ 
(ibid.; p. 53) and help bridge the ‘chasm between subjectivity/objectivity, society/individual, 
structures/action, and consciousness/unconsciousness’ (Fuchs, 2003; p. 137).  For example, 
Bourdieu’s attempt to synthesize structuralism and existentialism results in his ‘practice 
theory’ (Harcourt, 2007; p. 16) and the associated ‘thinking tools’ composed of habitus, field 
and capital (cf. Grenfell, 2008).  Pring’s attempt to bridge the paradigmatic dualism that 
exists between naive realism and radical relativism results in a ‘third way’ paradigm that 
embraces: 
sophisticated realism; epistemological objectivity; the necessity of a notion of truth; 
and the possibility of both identifying an ontological framework and the means for 
deciding between different incommensurable versions of reality (Scott, 2005; p. 639)  
  
But such an alternative paradigm still fails to resolve critical epistemological questions 
surrounding the relationship between qualitative and quantitative inspired methods (Scott, 
2005).  Consequently, as a novice researcher, I see no clear and unambiguous 
methodological strategy to adopt. 
  
Regardless of their philosophical dispositions, all social science researchers are concerned 
with either understanding how people experience and make sense of the world, or the 
study of factors apparently linked in casual relationships (Gomm, 2004).  However, the 
social sciences are still dominated by the positivistic paradigm and policy makers, in 
particular, still assume that ‘social scientists’ main concern is to discover universal rules that 
fully explain individual and social actions and that make it possible to plan and predict the 
development of society’ (Fuchs, 2003; p. 134). 
  
But Diefenbach (2009) points out that the complexity and unpredictability of human beings 
and social issues means that approaches and methods to qualitative research can only be 
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general guides and not ‘algorithms aiming at an exact outcome’ (p. 878).  Nevertheless, the 
overwhelming majority of research carried out on mentoring is exclusively quantitative in 
nature (Colley, 2003; Allen et al., 2008) and mentoring research is sometimes criticised for 
using non-objective measures (cf. Bernstein et al., 2009).  However, supposedly objective 
measures – such as statistical factor analysis derived from questionnaires – emerge from 
subjective coding strategies where researchers quantify qualitative data (Strauss & Corbin, 
1998; p. 11) and thereby illustrate that ‘the world of statistics is full of arbitrary rules’ (Field, 
2005; p. 676). 
  
3.2.1  A word of caution 
  
Before proceeding, however, it should be noted that different writers use different terms 
interchangeably to refer to the same, or very similar, aspects of social science research.  For 
example, Onwuegbuzie & Leech (2005) use two terms interchangeably when describing 
qualitative and quantitative approaches to research – sometimes they refer to these 
approaches as methodologies and at other times as paradigms.  
  
So although it is useful to determine whether the diverse approaches to social science 
research represent ontological or epistemological stances, they are perhaps best conceived 
as facets of the same phenomena.  Take, for example, feminism as a research paradigm.  
Feminism is not however just a perspective or paradigm (a way of seeing), but it is also an 
epistemology (a way of knowing) and an ontology (a way of being) (Maguire, 2006).  In a 
further example, Losch (2009) presents critical realism as a ‘synthesis of epistemology and 
ontology’ (p. 86).  Similarly, Giddens (1976; p. 25) argues that: ‘epistemology implies 
ontology: knowledge implies being’.  Such varied use of these interrelated terms is clearly 
problematic as it leads to misunderstandings over the intended meaning ascribed by various 
writers to these concepts.  
  
The solution to this conundrum is to present a reconstructed logic (Blaikie, 2007) of the 
research process.  Drawing on Kaplan, Carter & Little (2007) present three interrelated 
terms to describe the logic of the research process.  Here, the term logic is taken to mean 
what researchers do when doing well as researchers (ibid.).  Two other terms, logic-in-use 
and reconstructed logic are defined respectively as: ‘the logic a researcher uses to produce 
54 
 
knowledge’ (p. 1317), and the attempt to ‘explicitly formulate, articulate, analyze, or 
evaluate logic-in-use’ (ibid.).  Reconstructed logic is therefore founded upon logic-in-use, it 
influences logic-in-use and, indeed, idealises logic-in-use (ibid.).   
  
So despite the variations in the literature regarding the application and understanding of 
various philosophical terminology, my intention here is to explore and apply research 
concepts that are mutually coherent, that will serve to establish consistency, within the 
boundaries of this inquiry.  This exploration and formulation of the research process is my 
reconstructed logic, my idealised logic-in-use.  This idealisation must suffice because there is 
no clearly delineated and universal taxonomy with which to analyse, order and adopt the 
various concepts, traditions, strategies, stances, perspectives and paradigms that embody 
social science research. 
  
3.2.2  Epistemology and Ontology 
 
Drawing on the work of Schwandt, Carter & Little (2007) argue that epistemology is the 
study, theory and justification of knowledge.  It is an examination of ‘how we make 
knowledge’ (Dillon & Wals, 2006; p. 550).  And according to Schmidt (2001), we can 
determine what is meant by knowledge in two ways.  We can, firstly, identify the 
distinguishing characteristics of knowledge.  Secondly, we can examine how people use the 
term, what meaning it has for them and how the term knowledge subsequently impacts 
upon their behaviour.   
 
Ontology is concerned with the nature of social reality (Dillon & Wals, 2006; Ramey & 
Grubb, 2009) – the kind of things that exist, the conditions of their existence and the 
relationships between these things (Blaikie, 2007).  Ontological theories tend to fall into one 
of two mutually opposing and exclusive categories, relativists and realists (ibid.), that lock 
horns (Burr, 2003).  Such is the contrast between the realist and relativist positions that 
when relativists begin talking about the social construction of scientific knowledge, social 
structures and truth, their realist counterparts complain of ‘ontological vandalism’ (Sayer, 
1997; p. 477) and begin hitting the furniture to demonstrate the undeniable solidity of 
reality (Edwards, Ashmore & Potter, 1995). 
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3.2.3  An epistemological stance: Constructivism 
  
Constructivism has emerged over the past few decades as a powerful model for explaining 
how knowledge is produced (Gordon, 2009).  Constructivists find explanatory power 
through the dynamics of social relationships between individuals (Burr, 2003) and 
methodology is concerned with ‘interpretation, multiplicity, context, depth, and local 
knowledge’ (Ramey & Grubb, 2009; p. 80).  Human meanings are therefore viewed as 
‘constructed frameworks rather than direct reflections of the real’ (Raskin, 2008; p. 16).  In 
other words, language and ‘reality’ are reflexively linked: ‘language simultaneously reflects 
reality ("the way things are") and constructs (construes) it to be a certain way’ (Gee, 2005; 
p. 97).  People are not, therefore, ‘creatures of determinism, whether natural or cultural, 
but are socially constructed and constructing’ (Sayer, 1997; p. 454). 
  
Knowledge, according to  constructivism, does not therefore exist in a state awaiting 
discovery (Gordon, 2009) but is constructed by humans through proactive and purposive 
interaction with the world (Morcol, 2001).  As such, there can be no objective ‘extra-worldly 
or extra-social point of view’ (Schmidt, 2001; p. 138), and all truths are socially conditioned 
(ibid.) and value laden (Gordon, 2009).  As such, perception is dependent upon tacitly held 
background theories which compromise the notion of objective empirical observation 
(Mallon, 2008).  As Carr (2006) succinctly notes: 
human understanding is never simply ‘given’ in any perception or observation but is 
always ‘prejudiced’ by an interpretive element that determines how perceptions and 
observations are understood (p. 429) 
  
However, emphasising the social construction of reality does not entail the adoption of an 
antirealist position (Cheek & Gough, 2005) – constructionists contest the empiricists’ power 
to describe social reality, not the existence of a real world (Sayer, 1997), the ‘primal 
givenness of the cosmos’ (Reason & Bradbury, 2006; p. 7).  But constructionism does 
challenge the essentialist tendencies of positivism, that is its ‘characterisations of people, 
practices, institutions and other social phenomena as having fixed identities which 
deterministically produce fixed, uniform outcomes’ (Sayer, 1997; p. 454).  
  
The numerous, fragmented and incoherent forms of constructivism (including; individual, 
social, cognitive, radical, critical, and trivial) leave it susceptible to charges of ‘anything goes’ 
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forms of ultra-relativism (cf. Gordon, 2009; p. 40) that were so vociferously opposed by 
sociologists such as Bourdieu (Deer, 2008).  However, it is possible to be a constructivist 
without succumbing to radical interpretations (Quale, 2007).  Advocates of constructivism 
are inclined, indeed, to eschew the vulgarity of such extreme interpretations, proclaiming 
instead to be ‘moderate constructivists, pragmatic pragmatists’ (Edwards et al., 1995; p. 26).   
 
3.2.4  Critical Realism 
  
Critical realism deserves special attention because it has become the ‘most encompassing’ 
(Losch, 2009; p. 86) perspective of recent years.  However, there is no exact critical realist 
stance, with many writers instead viewing it as a ‘label for their thoughts’ (ibid., p. 87).  The 
critical realist paradigm entails a belief in an independent reality, but it does not commit 
one to an absolute knowledge of that reality (Scott, 2005) – any knowledge claims must, 
instead, submit to wide critical examination in order to achieve the best understanding 
(Cohen & Crabtree, 2006).  Critical realism therefore differentiates the ‘essence of things 
from their appearance’ (Losch, 2009; p. 86) and assumes that ‘ontological theory 
presupposes an epistemological theory’ (Scott, 2005; p. 634).  This paradigmatic stance is 
well summarised by Scott (ibid.); critical realism is: 
  
Realist – because it is asserted that there are objects in the world, including social 
objects, whether the observer or researcher can know them or not (ibid.; p. 635) 
  
Critical – because any attempts at describing and explaining the world are bound to 
be fallible, and also because those ways of ordering the world, its categorisations 
and the relationships between them, cannot be justified in any absolute sense, and 
are always open to critique and their replacement by a different set of categories 
and relationships (ibid.; p. 635) 
  
The critical dimension of critical realism arguably provides an acceptable intersection 
between a constructivist epistemology and a realist ontology.  Just as realists can 
accommodate weak  constructivism (Sayer, 1997), constructivists can uphold a ‘minimal 
realism’ (Raskin, 2008; p. 9) and do not need to resolve the realism issue in order to proceed 
(ibid.).  As a critical realist, we might therefore accept the following statement from 
Gombrich, that ‘the undeniable subjectivity of vision does not preclude objective standards 
of representational accuracy’ (cited by Hassan, 2003; p. 6). 
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In terms of social constructionism and indeed, personal construct psychology, this translates 
into an ontological stance which argues that we come to know ‘external reality indirectly 
through our constructs, even though an outer reality exists’ (Raskin, 2008; p. 8).  Within 
critical realism, such constructs relate to social relations and the dynamic between agency 
and structure (Scott, 2005), and not events, action or behaviour (Banfield, 2004).  Such 
social relations might include, as examples, those between student and teacher or between 
husband and wife (Bhaskar cited by Banfield, 2004; p. 59); or indeed, between mentor and 
mentee, and researcher and participant.  
  
3.3  Adopting a Methodological Approach 
  
Creswell (2003) argues that the nature of the research problem, prior experiences of the 
researcher and the audience to whom the researcher will report, are key criteria for 
selecting an approach.  As far as exploring youth mentoring across professional settings is 
concerned, this inquiry could adopt any of the common methodological approaches 
associated with qualitative research, thereby focussing on differing aspects of social 
exclusion and mentoring.  A case study approach, for example, might examine the bounded 
conditions which represents a specific mentoring programme, or particular dyads therein.  A 
phenomenological study, on the other hand, might attempt to grasp the essence of a life 
lived when young and socially excluded.  And as a final example, a grounded theory study 
could attempt to articulate an inductively generated theory around some facet of social 
pedagogy or youth mentoring.  
 
3.3.1  Towards action research  
 
Any attempt to determine a young person’s social trajectory, the influence of the mentoring 
experience on that trajectory, and the types of capital they might possess and develop, 
requires methodological attention to their individual circumstances and background (Power, 
2004).  Such an investigation ultimately serves to promote verstehen and realise a praxis for 
a good and ‘morally worthwhile form of human life’ (Carr, 2006; p. 426).  In other words, the 
methodological aim is to explore human experience in the ‘lived-in-world’ (Giddens, 1976; 
p. 27), to find a better way of living through ‘moral action’ (Elliott cited by Somekh & 
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Zeichner, 2009).  Such ways of living do not emerge in an a priori rationalist epistemology, 
but through concrete experience and collaboration between research participants, as an 
emergent property of living, that is expressed through the voice of ordinary people (Reason 
& Bradbury, 2006).  It therefore follows that ‘acting out, rather than making distinctions, is 
the way to gain knowledge’ (Bell, 1976; p. 52).  As Carr (2006) suggests; ‘praxis is a form of 
‘doing’ action precisely because its ‘end’ — to promote the good life — only exists, and can 
only be realised, in and through praxis itself’ (p. 426).   
  
Some of the methodological approaches described above are, arguably, better suited to 
generating such praxis than others – particularly action research as it specifically attempts 
to stimulate change and ‘eliminate the gap between theory and practice’ (Carr, 2006; p. 
428) that exists within the ‘complex, complicated, messy, often emotionally charged world 
of practical-political life with its pluralism of roles, positions, and arguments’ (Morris, 2009; 
p. 152).  Action research also brings an imperative to challenge oppression and promote 
social justice (Somekh & Zeichner, 2009) and, consequently, entails the raising of critical 
consciousness through reflection and action, such that it engages ‘disempowered people(s) 
in unremitting social comparisons and explorations of the causal roots of their material, 
political, and psychological conditions’ (Guishard, 2009; p. 89). 
  
Action research methodology therefore facilitates ‘a movement from essence to experience’  
(Giddens, 1976; p. 27) and enables the convergence of two aspects of this project.  Firstly, 
we have the mentoring practices, which can be explored through constructivist or positivist 
psycho-social perspectives (cf. Burr, 2003; Winter, 2008).  And, secondly, we have the 
research undertaking – an attempt to generate knowledge from inside, collaboratively with 
participants, that has an immediate impact (cf. Noffke & Somekh, 2005; p. 89).  As Reason & 
Bradbury (2006) point out, participants in action research discover at a deep level that they 
are: 
capable of constructing and using their own knowledge. It enables them to see 
through ways in which powerful groups in society tend to monopolize the 
production and use of knowledge for their own benefit (p. 10) 
  
Given these converging aspects of the project, and the desire to facilitate a better way of 
living for the mentees, this action research project is therefore appropriately underpinned 
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by a constructivist epistemology – that seeks to elicit and develop the ‘perspectives of 
participants and social actors’ (Carr, 2006; p. 424) – and a critical realist ontology. 
  
The adoption of a critical realist ontology is a concession to pragmatism; it is an attempt to 
‘sustain a principle of relativity while rejecting relativism’ (Giddens, 1976; p. 18).  It is an 
acknowledgement of the impossibility of occupying one conceptual position or the other, 
leading us to be ‘as literalist, as positivist, as relativist as possible’ (Latour, 2005; p. 170).  
Moreover, it is also an acknowledgement that social institutions maintain objective, 
modernist, tendencies and structures in relation to individuals – i.e. suppose a ‘pre-
eminence of the social whole over its individual, human parts’ (Fuchs, 2003; p. 137).  It is 
also an acceptance that we ‘have all become, today, a bit structuralist’ (Harcourt, 2007; p. 8) 
and that an interplay exists between our internal constructs, situated knowledge (Sayer, 
1997) and an outer reality (Raskin, 2008) that really exists – though constructivists are 
understandably wary of realist ontologies (Burr, 2003).  The pragmatism also stems from the 
emphasis that critical realism places on agency and structure and not events, action or 
behaviour (Banfield, 2004).   
  
And although a relativist ontology accepts that an independent reality exists, it is difficult to 
resist the descent into the anti-essentialist, ultra-relativist, position by defining and 
defending the point at which the pursuit of an absolute ‘truth’ can safely give way to 
‘certitude’ in the form of knowledge that is ‘good enough’ for action (McLaughlin, 2006; p. 
104).  As such, there appears to be key points of commonality between Pring’s attempt to 
bridge the paradigmatic dualism (cf. Scott, 2005), and the critical realist stance I adopt here, 
notably; a degree of social objectivity and a notion of truth (ibid.) without the burden of 
absolute certainty (Schmidt, 2001).   
 
Critical realism is, furthermore, compatible with an action research methodology, as such 
approaches to inquiry can be viewed as an extension of the experimental method, complete 
with the attempt to establish control variables and accurately describe the objective and 
relative effectiveness of any intervention (Gomm, 2004; Pawson et al., 2004).  Park (2006) 
also argues that participatory forms of research, including action research, tend to generate 
objective knowledge that describes, explains or otherwise understands a phenomenon.  
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However, there is no intention to examine, say, race and gender aspects of mentoring under 
experimental laboratory conditions, even if: 
Laboratory research on mentoring would allow us to develop and test theories 
related to topics such as the attraction process between mentors and protégés , the 
exchange of tangible and intangible resources within the mentoring dyad, and the 
development of relational processes such as trust and disclosure in mentorships 
(Allen et al., 2008; p. 349) 
  
Though such experimental practices are compatible with critical realism, and indeed with 
rationalist demands to develop evidence based practice, they are not compatible with a 
constructivist epistemology.  Moreover, such positivistic approaches treat young people as 
though raw material and consequently threatens to silence their voice (Colley, 2003).  Such 
quasi-experimental undertakings – attempts to  uncover ‘universal laws which make up the 
unconscious activity of the mind’ (Levi-Strauss cited by Harcourt, 2007; p. 5) – would 
therefore represent a significant threat to the internal consistency of this methodology.  
Nevertheless, an action research methodology and critical realist ontology accommodates 
the adoption of quantitative measures within this inquiry and thereby facilitates data 
triangulation through the use of mixed data methods. 
  
So despite the uneasy conjunction of critical realism and constructivism, it promotes the 
effective exploration of facets of mentoring that constructivism alone would eschew, 
including; the relationship between micro forms of social capital and its aggregation into 
collaborative social structures (Daly & Silver, 2008), self-technology that objectifies an 
empirically observable self (cf. Andersen, 2003), views of social capital as a ‘measurable 
outcome’ (Morrow, 2001; p. 57), forms of idealised practice which improve mentoring 
effectiveness for youngsters (Pawson et al., 2004; Ramey & Grubb, 2009), discourse as 
something that exists ‘in the mind and in the world’ (Gee, 2005; p. 51) and, importantly, 
Bourdieu’s synthesis of structuralism and existentialism (Harcourt, 2007).  Moreover, critical 
realism accommodates the essentialist attribute that arguably underpins all forms of 
mentoring: ‘a supportive relationship’ (Roberts cited in Colley, 2003; p. 32).  However, a 
constructivist epistemology and critical realism remain uncomfortable companions within 
this inquiry, not least because ‘the traditionally essentialist philosophy of psychoanalysis 
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surely grates against the post-modern, emancipatory constructivism intrinsic to the 
qualitative paradigm’ (Rizq, 2008; p. 51). 
  
Indeed, the essentialist instinct of positivist inspired evidence based practices – particularly 
the fixing of characteristics through categorising the differences between people – is 
problematic (cf. Sayer, 1997).  But alertness to this issue prompts caution over the 
application of categories frequently applied to young people including: at risk, vulnerable, in 
need, socially excluded and NEET.   
  
3.4  Action Research and Critical Theory 
  
Having now confirmed the adoption of an action research methodology, along with the 
broad epistemological and ontological assumptions, it is appropriate to further elucidate the 
key principles informing the theory and practice of action research.  To begin with, it is 
useful to examine its roots and key evolutionary periods, although it is not my intention to 
present an extensive genealogy, as such exploration is beyond the scope of this project.   
  
Kurt Lewin is credited with first using the term action research (Bridges, 2003; Somekh & 
Zeichner, 2009) and devising ‘the action research method’ (Carr, 2006; p. 423).  Historically, 
action research is conventionally understood through two phases of development; its US 
origins between the 1920s and the 1950s, and a period of resurgence in the UK which began 
in the 1970s (Carr, 2006).  During its initial incarnation, action research was firmly attached 
to positivistic epistemological assumptions that apparently dominated social science in 
1940s America (ibid.).  However, this research tradition began to rapidly decline due to its 
inability to conform to the requirements of positivism, and was only later revived in the UK 
once it adopted qualitative methods to test educational theories implicit in practice (ibid.).  
As such, action research is now ‘grounded in a qualitative research paradigm’ (Stringer, 
2007; p. 19) and can be defined as a: 
participatory, democratic process concerned with developing practical knowledge in 
the pursuit of worthwhile human purposes, grounded in a participatory 
worldview...It seeks to bring together action and reflection, theory and practice, in 
participation with others, in the pursuit of practical solutions to issues of pressing 
concern to people, and more generally the flourishing of individual persons and their 
communities (Reason & Bradbury, 2006; p. 1) 
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Indeed, the link between action research and participatory democracy is taken to be ‘one of 
its primary theoretical justifications’ (Howe cited by Bridges, 2003; p. 186).  And to help 
ascertain whether a project qualifies as action research, I have summarised the criteria used 
by the Australian Deakin University, and presented by Bridges (2003; p. 187).  These criteria 
are, in essence, a condensed version of the distinguishing characteristics given by Reason & 
Bradbury (2006) above.  To qualify, then, an inquiry has to be: 
  
 participatory (where the researched were the researchers) 
 first person (in order to change ourselves) 
 emancipatory (designed to free participants by helping them to think 
differently) 
 socially critical (so that what normally went unquestioned was questioned) 
 collaborative (research the members of an action team did together) 
 committed and conducted according to ethical procedures 
 risky (in a way which would make life uncomfortable)  
  
Source: Bridges 2003; p. 187 
 
Teram et al. (2005), Reason & Bradbury (2006) and Brydon-Miller & Maguire (2009) all 
acknowledge the diverse theoretical roots of action research and the interchangeable 
references to which this tradition is known, including; action research, action science, 
participatory inquiry, participatory research and participatory action research.  Teram et al. 
(2005) emphasise the collaborative and participatory aspects of the approach and 
consequently adopt the term ‘participatory action research’ above the alternatives.   
  
Although mentoring and the life skills programme, as a functional aspect of the action 
research methodology, is designed to engage mentees in such a process of self-evaluation, 
the extent to which the young people can be described as participating, or collaborating, 
with this inquiry is problematic.  Indeed, action research becomes problematic when it is 
‘romanticized and touted as panaceas to institutional racism and structural injustice and 
when members of disempowered groups are superficially included in research’ (Guishard, 
2009; p. 88). 
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The issue is whether participation should involve tasks and activities, employment of young 
people as co-researchers or empowering youngsters to become researchers in their own 
right (Conolly, 2008).  This issue is more problematic given that youngsters experiencing 
social exclusion are more likely to withdraw from support programmes. 
 
It is also worth noting the strong links between action research and critical theory – a term 
coined in the 1930s by the Frankfurt School to signify a departure from a social theory that 
maintained a status quo and thereby lacked ‘transformational potential’ (Davidson, Evans, 
Ganote, Henrickson, Jacobs-Priebe, Jones, Prilleltensky & Riemer, 2006; p. 36).  Somekh & 
Zeichner (2009) have praised Carr for locating action research within the framework of 
critical theory, but such a connection should come as no surprise given that critical theory 
adopts the viewpoint of oppressed social groups and seeks to promote social 
transformation (Davidson et al., 2006) by engaging participants in a ‘cyclical process of fact 
finding, planning, exploratory action and evaluation’ (Somekh & Zeichner, 2009; p. 7). 
 
3.4.1  Problematic Issues 
  
But caution is required since critical theorists are predisposed to believe they occupy a 
superior standpoint, since the ‘real’ truth can be revealed to: 
sweep away the obfuscation that clouds the minds of the oppressed masses, freeing 
them from their ‘false consciousness’, and empowering them to challenge the forces 
of their oppression (Colley, 2001; p. 239) 
 
Furthermore, on a pragmatic note, Gomm (2004) finds the use of action research 
methodology problematic.  He argues, for example, that where an inquiry seeks to bring 
about change, there is often little attempt to establish the baseline conditions prior to the 
application of any intervention strategy.  The researcher then has difficulties establishing 
the precise effects of the actions taken and is left to present the testimonials of those 
involved as evidence (ibid.).  Indeed, generally speaking, there appears to be concern that: 
much social science research goes little beyond simply describing the world, 
producing few tangible benefits for those who are the subjects of research (Cameron 
& Gibson, 2005; p. 316) 
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Not all researchers believe action research to be a sufficiently rigorous approach to social 
inquiry and, consequently, question its validity (Palmer, 2009).  Such comments therefore 
cast doubt on the claim that interpretative inquiry has serious challenged positivist social 
science in recent years (cf. Cheek & Gough, 2005).  The issue is perhaps exacerbated by the 
appearance that action research activity, when grounded in daily professional practice, 
sheds its ‘philosophical baggage’ (Bridges, 2003; p. 183), and might even be seen to stand in 
opposition to more theoretical and philosophical approaches to professional practice (ibid.).  
However, the action research methodology has been designed to ‘integrate theory and 
practice by drawing on theoretical knowledge’ (Carr, 2006; p. 428) from a range of 
disciplines, in order to examine the explanatory capabilities and usefulness of that 
theoretical knowledge (ibid.).   
  
Action research methodologies can therefore provide a process for teachers, mentors, and 
other appropriate individuals, to act in collaborative partnership with young people, as 
opposed to position them as objects of study (Brydon-Miller & Maguire, 2009).  And 
although Somekh & Zeichner (2009) argue that action research methodology is very well 
suited for the task of transforming education in the twenty first century, Conolly (2008) 
found work participatory research with socially excluded young people to be ‘highly 
impractical’ (p. 204) and potentially unethical.  
  
Given the transformative aims of action research, it is therefore important to recognise that 
it is a value-laden activity (Noffke & Somekh, 2005; Reason & Bradbury, 2006) and not a 
‘neutral, apolitical, technical process’ (Brydon-Miller & Maguire, 2009; p. 83), since 
knowledge creation has implications for the social distribution of power and resources 
(ibid.).  However, while transformative processes that action research aims to stimulate 
appear to be a self-evident good, not all writers believe that research should be overtly 
political (Banfield, 2004) nor, presumably, committed to challenging social inequality.  And 
nor, indeed, should one assume action research to be a panacea for all social inequality and 
injustice (Guishard, 2009; Yendol-Hoppey, Jacobs & Dana, 2009). 
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3.5  Mixing Methodologies 
  
However, a critical question now arises.  Is it acceptable and/or desirable to combine 
methodological approaches and retain internal methodological consistency?  For example, is 
it possible for a piece of action research to incorporate the central tenants, or ‘thinking 
tools’ (Grenfell, 2008; Rawolle & Lingard, 2008), of Bourdieu’s theory and methodology in 
order to identify and address social problems?  If we accept action research as an 
orientation towards inquiry, as do Reason & Bradbury (2006), it leaves ‘space’ to adopt 
Bourdieu’s methodological approach.  Alternatively, we are faced with mixing two 
methodological approaches; that of action research and Bourdieu’s Practice Theory 
principles. 
  
The issue arises because Bourdieu’s ‘thinking tools’, when applied to the levels of social 
interaction described above, can be used as a means to understanding the ‘figured world’  
(Worthman, 2008) of the young people who are participating in this project.  In this regard, 
Bourdieu’s principles act to provide a theoretical basis to explain how social structures and 
individual agency might be reconciled (Maton, 2008).  On the other hand, action research, 
and its integral democratic and participatory principles, acts as a driver for change (Bridges, 
2003).  Both of these approaches to research are therefore complimentary to meeting the 
overall aims of this project.  Indeed, theories such as Bourdieu’s can be seen as ‘resources 
for thinking about problems of living’ within an action research framework (Sander, 2004; p. 
2).   
  
However, any attempt to combine methodologies requires reflection and explication on the 
part of the researcher, as the ideological and paradigmatic underpinnings of research 
profoundly influence the ability to mix methodologies (Dillon & Wals, 2006).  Without such 
consideration there is a danger that methodologies will collide, clarity will be lost and the 
strength of arguments weakened (Hamilton et al., 2008).  Carter & Little (2007) argue that 
any attempt to meaningfully combine methodologies should be done on the basis of 
disciplinary understanding and research experience: 
Methodologies can be combined or altered, providing that the researcher retains a 
coherent epistemological position and can justify the choices made, preferably in 
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relation to both the theoretical context of the methodology and the impact of the 
change on method and the final research product (p. 1326) 
  
It would appear, in principle at least, that such mixing of qualitative methodological 
approaches is possible.  Indeed, Teram et al. (2005) argue that grounded theory and action 
research methodologies can be successfully integrated to empower service users and inform 
professional practice.  And mixed methodological approaches also serves to facilitate the 
triangulation of research findings – i.e. corroboration of results arising from different 
methods (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005).   
  
3.6  Summary 
  
The presentation of this methodology might give the impression that the process was linear, 
clear, logical and relatively simplistic in its construction.  However, like most students, I 
quickly grasped the basic philosophical concepts, but have had difficulty seeing the logical 
relationships between them (Schnelker, 2006).  Despite my best endeavours, I therefore 
suspect that I have not fully appreciated the sheer diversity of interpretative approaches 
and the full extent of the somewhat arcane discussions surrounding their relative merits 
(Gomm, 2004).  This is not entirely surprising given the complexity of a pluralistic field left 
reeling from paradigm wars which have raged for almost a century (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 
2005; Dillon & Wals, 2006; Niaz, 2009).  And although I have sought a resolution to the 
tensions surrounding the ‘epistemological uncertainties’ (Forbes, 2008; p. 453), I recognise 
the importance of alternative approaches and value the opportunity to defend my way of 
working (Carter & Little, 2007).  And although qualitative research is often criticised because 
of its pretensions (Schmidt, 2001) and potential biases including; implicit assumptions, 
political motivations and world-views (Hewitt, 2007; Diefenbach, 2009), I would argue that 
‘different research paradigms deserve respect’ (Dillon & Wals, 2006; p. 554).  Indeed, John 
Stuart Mill pointed out that no form of knowledge is infallible and we must be free to 
scrutinise any claim to knowledge (Morris, 2009). 
  
However, I believe that whatever the challenges surrounding the construction and 
application of a methodology, inquiry is best performed when ‘paradigms do not limit the 
activity or the thought of researchers’ (Bostrom, 2004; p. 343).  I have therefore tried to 
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indicate the extent and limitations of the methodologies and methods presented because  
action researchers need to be ‘more reflective and more transparent about our respective 
standpoints, vulnerabilities, and the limits of our theories and analytical strategies’ 
(Guishard, 2009; p. 88). 
  
I have tried to identify and clarify my assumptions, the logic-in-use, in order to achieve and 
sustain internal methodological consistency – although methodological sacrifices are, as 
Teram et al. (2005) point out, sometimes necessary in action research in order to collect 
data that makes sense within the research context.   
 
A line has to be drawn however, else we become distracted by ‘incessant philosophical 
banter about the nature of knowledge’ (Ramey & Grubb, 2009; p. 77) and thereby risk 
substituting one set of problems for another (Banfield, 2004).  My methodological line, a 
line which underscores the values-laden principles of action research, is thus drawn.  
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4. STUDY DESIGN AND METHODS  
 
Determining the extent to which mentoring relationships, particularly where they occur 
alongside professional roles, can stimulate action for positive change is the key aspiration of 
this project.  It is important to recall that the term mentoring is very open-ended and 
encompasses a wide range of activities and types of relationship.  Indeed, the essential 
feature of mentoring, as adopted within this inquiry, is a ‘supportive relationship’ (Roberts 
cited in Colley, 2003; p. 32).   
 
This inquiry seeks to explore this supportive relationship, where it occurs alongside 
professional roles, but mentoring research is heavily orientated towards quantitative 
methods, as Allen & Eby (2008) note from their review of 176 mentoring studies: 
our findings suggest that we can characterize mentoring research as primarily 
adopting quantitative, correlational, cross-sectional research designs in field settings 
where data are collected from a single source (typically the protégé) using a single 
method of data collection (p. 355) 
 
If we accept this characterisation of mentoring research as representative of more recent 
output, there is an opportunity to contribute to the marginal qualitative literature, and 
simultaneously counter the weaknesses in the quantitative designs described above.  As 
such Allen & Eby (ibid.) provide a compelling initial point of reference for the methods to be 
adopted by this study. 
 
4.1  Context for identifying study design and methods 
  
The young people who have participated in this inquiry have experienced, or continue to 
experience, a substantial supportive relationship with a key worker.  But they are also young 
people who remain, to varying degrees, socially excluded.  Some youngsters are, for 
example, effectively homeless because of problematic family relationships, others are 
unemployed because they lack experience and qualifications.  Of course, many are both 
homeless and unemployed, so such indicators of social exclusion are important contextual 
issues for this inquiry.  And while an investigation into the effectiveness of supportive 
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professional relationships lies at the heart of this research, there is also an imperative for 
me to provide support through my role as both researcher and education co-ordinator at 
the homeless charity I work for. 
 
This imperative, to actively intervene on behalf of the clients, calls for an action orientated 
and collaborative inquiry.  Indeed, a number of specific actions led to specific outcome for 
individuals as a result of the research process, for example; six of the young people enrolled 
onto the charity’s ‘life skills’ programme and achieved AQA certificates, one participant 
secured employment for the first time in his adult life and one young woman was matched 
with an older female mentor to provide parenting support and, in fact, went on to become a 
mentor herself to support young girls in care.  These developments occurred, in part, 
because of the relationship I formed with the youngsters and their key workers through my 
dual role of researcher and education co-ordinator.  Participation in this inquiry therefore 
provided young people with an opportunity to reflect upon the issues that were 
perpetuating their social exclusion, the quality of their relationship with key workers and the 
scope to undertake new actions to address their problematic situations.  It is therefore 
important to note that the research process facilitated a deeper exploration of the issues 
than was achieved with other similar youngsters accessing the charity’s services. 
 
Despite this enhanced level of collaboration and engagement, it would be a mistake to think 
that these young people have been ‘fixed’ and are no longer socially excluded.  As I shall 
discuss later, the process of changing values, beliefs and behaviours can take years in some 
instances.  And as I discussed in the literature review and methodology chapters, conducting 
action research involving socially excluded young people is often challenging because of 
their complex lifestyles (cf. Conolly, 2008).   
 
So a dilemma presents itself; action research, as a methodology, is the appropriate mode of 
inquiry, not least because such studies ‘often deal with questions of social justice or 
transformation’ (Palmer, 2009; p. 3) – but action research methods are likely to prove 
problematic because the degree to which some socially excluded young person will engage  
and participate (with any formal and structured activity) is variable. 
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To present a ‘research design’ evokes thoughts of a logical scientific process but, as Barbour 
& Schostak (2005) point out, ‘at times, it can feel like a mess’ (p. 43).  The issues are, 
perhaps, more acute when young peoples’ engagement with the inquiry, and indeed other 
support provided by the charity, was sometimes ad-hoc and fleeting – since good intentions 
were not always translated into actions.  This unpredictability, in turn, had an impact upon 
the methods to be deployed to capture data.   
 
From a data collection perspective, where young people agreed to participate by sharing 
their stories, a time was arranged for an interview to be undertaken, as I explain in detail 
below.  It was necessary to take a snapshot through an interview because I could not be 
certain when, or indeed if, I would see the youngster again.   
 
Furthermore, it was not always appropriate to formally capture data during later sessions or 
appointments, where these occurred as part of the youngsters’ on-going access to services, 
as the attempt felt intrusive and therefore disturbed the relationship between myself and 
the young person.  I did briefly consider adopting the approach taken by Rhodes et al. 
(2005), whereby telephone interviews were used as a substitute for in-person contact, 
albeit to complete a questionnaire.  However, since I find receiving such calls intensely 
irritating, and did not want to compromise my relationship with the young people, I decided 
against this particular approach. 
 
My experience, in terms of sustaining youngsters’ engagement with the inquiry reflected, at 
times, Guishard’s (2009) action research project, where; ‘trying to sustain participation 
bordered on coercion’ (p. 86).  And while I could have attempted to incentivise youngsters 
into participation – as Sealey (2009) did by paying young people up to £65 to keep a diary, 
complete questionnaires and undertake interviews – it did not seem appropriate to reduce 
our relationship to a financial transaction. 
 
Given these real tensions, methodological sacrifices are, as Teram et al. (2005) suggest, 
sometimes needed to expedite data collection and conduct research.  As a result, the 
methods have had to evolve to meet the research aims; a situation that Carter & Little 
(2007) find acceptable if the researcher is clear about their ontological and epistemological 
stance. 
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So, to reiterate, although this qualitative inquiry has aspired to engage participants through 
the use of an action research methodology, it has been difficult to impose a discreet action 
research method, it the form of a prescriptive set of procedures/cycles, because of the 
difficulties of working with socially excluded youngsters who habitually associate 
prescriptive processes with oppressive social control.  The inquiry deploys, therefore, an 
action research methodology – in terms of a rationale for approaching the research and 
generating knowledge – and methods that are aligned with the underpinning epistemology 
(constructivism) and ontology (critical realism). 
 
4.2  Ethical Considerations  
  
Before the details of the methods adopted within this inquiry are presented, it is 
appropriate to consider the ethical issues, and my response to these issues, which have 
arisen as a result of this inquiry. 
 
According to Lynch (2008), the ethical concerns of constructivist inspired research form two 
particular themes.  Firstly, the impact of the researcher’s worldview on the shape of the 
research questions, methods and results and, secondly, the ethics of conducting research on 
marginalised people or communities when they have ‘signiﬁcantly different identities, 
experiences, and resources than those of the researcher’ (p. 708).  As such, there is a moral 
obligation on the shoulders of the researcher to be sensitive to lives and circumstances of 
the participants (Benzies & Allen, 2001) and they must ensure that there is ‘sound 
justification for the investigation and research method, which extends beyond intrusive 
curiosity’ (Hewitt, 2007; p. 1150).  That said, however, Conolly (2008) argues that there are 
‘no ‘absolute’ doctrines of ethical conduct in social research’ (p. 206). 
  
In the absence of absolute ethical doctrines, I have followed the guidelines laid out in the 
University of Derby  programme handbook for EdD students (cf. University-of-Derby, 2011) 
and, additionally, those of the British Educational Research Association (BERA, 2004), of 
which I am a member.  Broadly speaking, however, I recognise that ethical issues invariably 
arise since qualitative research tends to be ‘complex, personal and intense’ (Murray, 2003; 
p. 235).  Moreover, sensitivity to research ethics is required because ‘the act of interviewing 
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is invasive’ (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006; p. 317) and intrusive (Hewitt, 2007).  Other 
ethical issues to address include: 
  
4.2.1  Consent 
  
As this is a piece of practitioner research, it can be difficult for the participant to 
differentiate between the role I have within the charity and that of independent researcher.  
When the researcher is responsible for delivering a service this might ‘lead to role confusion 
and blurring of role boundaries for participants, giving rise to mistaken ideas of obligation’ 
(Hewitt, 2007; p. 1154). 
  
Obtaining informed consent – where participants give ‘their permission in full knowledge of 
the purpose of the research and the consequences for them of taking part’ (Piper & Simons, 
2005; p. 56) – is critical but might prove problematical, as neither myself nor the participant 
can be certain of the extent of the intervention.   
  
4.2.2  Debriefing  
  
As part of the debriefing process I shared ‘the on-going analysis and final results 
with…research participants in the interests of ‘respondent validation’ (Rizq, 2008; p. 40).  I 
also provided a business card so that contact can easily be made with me.  It should also be 
noted that I am likely to sustain on-going professional contact with most participants for a 
considerable period of time, well beyond the duration of the fieldwork in fact. 
  
4.2.3  Withdrawal from the inquiry 
  
All participants have had an opportunity to unconditionally withdraw from the inquiry up to 
three months after an interview has taken place – a process of respondent validation 
enabled the participant to review and amend the data (presented as a condensed written 
narrative) they have provided; withdrawing it from the study if they wish.  This offer stood 
until the three months after the first interview had taken place, as the data had been fully 
analysed and possibly disseminated after this point.   
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Participants were reassured that withdrawal from the research would not result in any 
negative consequences for them in terms of their placement or on-going relationship with 
me.  It should be noted that none of the participants asked to withdraw from the inquiry. 
  
4.2.4  Confidentiality 
  
In order to maintain confidentiality, I ensured that the data collected was anonymized, as 
‘Anonymization is a procedure to offer some protection of privacy and confidentiality’ (Piper 
& Simons, 2005; p. 57).  However, maintaining confidentiality was particularly challenging 
given the close knit nature of the community in which this research is embedded. 
  
As the identification of respondents is a particular risk with qualitative interviews, even after 
transcripts have been anonymised (Hewitt, 2007), it was not possible to give absolute 
guarantees that no harm would occur  (cf. Piper & Simons, 2005).  Nevertheless, in order to 
further enhance confidentiality, I have: 
  
 Disassociated, as far as possible, a young person from their Key worker in order to 
ensure, for example, a prisoner and associated officer cannot be linked by 
converging statements 
 Disassociated, as far as possible, a Key worker from their role / sector (References to 
specific and identifiable activities have been removed) 
 Amended any participant narrative containing distinctive phrases or colloquialisms 
that could be linked to an individual 
  
Careful consideration was given to the issue of confidentiality in order to ensure that 
identifiable information was not disclosed without permission (Wiles, Crow, Heath & 
Charles, 2008).  The notion that confidentiality cannot be upheld if participants are 
considered to be at risk of harm or engaged in illegal activity was also taken into account 
(ibid.).  The risks of identification were explained as part of the informed consent process. 
  
4.2.5  Protection of participants  
  
Further ethical issues arise when conducting qualitative research interviews – regardless of 
the mentoring context – because some participants find involvement in research interviews 
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therapeutic (Murray, 2003; Dickson-Swift et al., 2006) – indeed ‘research interviews can be 
more ‘therapeutic’ than therapy itself’ (Rizq, 2008; p. 42).  And although therapeutic 
interviews differ from qualitative research interviews, by virtue of the fact that the former 
alone apparently seeks to ‘augment understanding and generate some form of change in 
the person’ (Drury, Karen & Chapman, 2007; p. 383), there are clear similarities between 
both encounters (Hewitt, 2007).  Researchers consequently find it difficult to manage the 
boundary between research activity and counselling (Rizq, 2008) and therefore worry about 
becoming an ‘amateur bumbling around in peoples lives’ (Dickson-Swift et al., 2006; p. 861).   
  
There is a danger that engaging a participant in a quasi-therapeutic research relationship, 
harm might be done (Dickson-Swift et al., 2006) – which, of course, is an issue of some 
considerable ethical concern.  So one can try to avoid any counselling or therapeutic role by 
insisting that ‘you are not there to help them, you are there to collect data’ (ibid.; p. 860) – a 
stance that brings, however, other ethical dilemmas surrounding power differentials and 
exploitation.  Besides this however, it is an untenable stance within the context of this 
project because action research and critical theory, in particular, emphasise participation 
and emancipation.  In response to this point, Rizq (2008)  is adamant: ‘qualitative research is 
not therapy: it does not aim to help or heal participants, although it may seek to empower 
them’ (p. 43).   
  
Moreover, the problematic backgrounds of some young people, leaves participants at risk of 
psychological harm.  However, this potential harm is intrinsic to the role I have and was not 
unduly elevated by participation in the inquiry.  Nevertheless, unintended harm is always 
possible when an interview process elicits ‘painful and distressing experiences for 
participants’ (Hewitt, 2007; p. 1150) and researchers should be prepared to be supportive if 
the interview creates undue stress (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006).  By adopting a 
supportive and caring approach when asking about potentially distressing situations, I 
minimised the risk of harm to the respondents as far as possible. 
  
4.2.6  Giving advice 
  
Given the context of this research, I had access to an extensive network of appropriately 
qualified and experienced professionals to whom I could refer participants if required.  
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Given the diverse backgrounds of the young people, a working relationship with appropriate 
professionals was already integral to my role and therefore the inquiry. 
  
4.2.7  Data protection 
  
Great care has been taken to ensure compliance with the Data Protection Act.  All data 
collected was stored securely using one of the following processes: 
  
 Data in paper format (including field notes, consent forms and questionnaires) were 
stored at my home address in a locked filing cabinet drawer 
 Data in electronic format were stored as follows: 
o Interview recordings – transferred from Dictaphone to my Windows 7 home 
PC (which was password protected), then deleted from Dictaphone. 
o Interview transcripts –  were initially stored in Microsoft OneNote (with 
additional passwords set for each file) and transferred into NVIVO.  The 
NVIVO file was held securely on my home PC. 
o Email correspondence – messages were transferred into a password 
protected Microsoft OneNote file and deleted from Outlook 
o Questionnaire responses – I used a secure online service, called Survey 
Money, to collect data from key workers.  Although the questionnaire was 
anonymous, responses could not be accessed without a password.  The 
questionnaire asked respondents to provide contact details if willing to 
undertake an interview – all responses, and contact details, were password 
protected. 
 Archiving was conducted via a password protected online service called Dropbox.  
This service was also used to securely transfer and synchronise encrypted electronic 
data to my Windows 7 laptop (which was also password protected).  All additional 
file passwords remained in force on the laptop.  I did not use any unsecure media for 
accessing, transferring or storing data (such as pen drives, email, CDs, mobile 
phone). 
  
I made a commitment to protect participants’ anonymity and agreed to return or destroy 
data if a participant chose to withdraw from the inquiry.  All data will be destroyed upon 
76 
 
completion of the project.  I have, therefore, complied with the data protection guidelines 
laid out in EdD student handbook (University-of-Derby, 2011). 
  
4.3  Establishing a sample frame 
  
Silverman (2006) points out that ‘Sampling in qualitative research is neither statistical nor 
purely personal; it is, or should be, theoretically grounded’ (p. 307).  It is clear from the aims 
of this project that a theoretical, or purposive, sampling strategy was required.  Mason 
(1996) describes this as ‘selecting groups or categories to study on the basis of their 
relevance to your research questions, your theoretical position...and most importantly the 
explanation or account which you are developing’ (p. 93).  As such, the sampling strategy 
adopted focussed on identifying positive aspects of the relationship between participants.  
It did not necessarily reach those key workers who have acrimonious relationships with their 
client.  And while I recognise the value of examining those relationships which are 
unsuccessful, the challenge of identifying participants and collecting data, put it beyond the 
scope of this research. 
  
4.3.1  Key Workers 
  
Identifying appropriate key workers to involve in the research occurred through discussions 
with colleagues at the charity and young people accessing services.  The criteria adopted for 
selecting key workers to participate were; 
  
 those working with young people (aged 16-24) experiencing a dimension of 
social exclusion, and 
 those providing support that extended beyond the requirements of their job 
descriptions, and 
 those who described that support, upon reflection, as mentoring 
  
This was initially problematic since I was relatively new in role and had a limited 
understanding of the network of multi-agency partners working alongside the charity.  
Requesting interviews with colleagues that I did not know well, and whose role was not well 
understood, caused me anxiety and a significant delay to the fieldwork aspect of the study.  
However, the process of inviting key workers to participate was also eased by distributing an 
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online electronic questionnaire, described below, which contained a question requesting 
contact details if the respondent was willing to participate in an interview.  However, using 
the online questionnaire as a method to identify participants undoubtedly affected the 
profile of those key workers who participated – favouring those who are willing to be 
identified, and perhaps more confident sharing their opinions, for example.  In other words, 
other sampling criteria surreptitiously influenced the sample. 
  
Nevertheless, the participants represented a very diverse group of public and third sector 
organisations, all linked by a mission to provide services to disadvantaged clients, most of 
whom are aged 16-24.  As the work of my charity is closely associated with Social Services, 
and an array of other related partner agencies, the approaches taken by professionals to 
influence values, beliefs and behaviours are important.  Indeed, these professional 
perspectives were crucial in addressing the research questions: ‘What approaches to 
influencing behaviour are adopted by others working with young people?’ and ‘What social 
structures act to confound the efforts of mentoring?  A total of nine key workers from six 
distinct service areas referred young people to participate, but only seven provided 
interviews, despite repeated assurances from the remaining two that they would agree to 
be interviewed.  The profiles of the key workers are given below – all of these key workers, 
except the two marked with an asterisk, attended an interview with me.   
  
 Youth Services – Youth Worker 
 Social Services – Homelessness project worker 
 Social Services – Project worker 
 Faith sector – Youth Worker 
 Social Services – Residential support worker (post 16)  
 * Criminal Justice (1) – Probation Officer 
 * Criminal Justice (2) – Personal Officer 
 Youth engagement project (1) – Youth Worker 
 Youth engagement project (2) – Youth Worker 
  
The key worker was asked to invite a young person, with whom they have worked closely, to 
participate in the inquiry – the invitation was to be extended on the perceived success, or 
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otherwise, of their relationship with the young person.  However, on two occasions a key 
worker volunteered to be interviewed, but could not identify a young person willing to 
participate.  Although not ideal, the key worker was still invited to participate since, in one 
example in particular, the key worker had an exceptional understanding of the mentor role.  
In these circumstances, of course, it was difficult to corroborate the claims of the key 
worker against the perceptions and understandings of the associated young person.  The 
association of the key worker to young person also posed a difficulty with maintaining 
confidentiality and care was taken to obfuscate the agency associated with the key worker 
and the young person’s characteristics. 
  
It should be noted that the agencies listed above are engaged in relationships with young 
people who are socially excluded, but not necessarily homeless, and not therefore clients of 
my charity.  The key participation criteria for this aspect of the sample frame is not the 
homelessness factor, but the existence of a supportive relationship between key worker and 
socially excluded young person that could be characterised as mentoring, even if not 
recognised as such by the parties.  And as a point of interest, other researchers have found 
the term mentoring problematic when seeking to establish a sample frame – for example, 
Liang et al. (2008) invited youngsters to participate in their mentoring research if they had a 
‘relationship with a nonparental adult who they considered important in their personal 
development’ (p. 171). 
  
4.3.2  Young People 
  
Young people accessing a range of social services, and their associated key workers who 
provide informal mentoring, were the key intended participants of the project.  The young 
people invited to participate were therefore selected because they had accessed my charity, 
or had been referred by a key worker who was willing to participate in the research.  
Moreover, the young people were highly likely to be NEET (aged 16-24 and not in education, 
employment or training).  Other characteristics, including gender, marital status and 
number of dependants, were immaterial with regard to sampling – although such 
characteristics might, of course, be highly significant in terms of outcomes achieved through 
mentoring activity with key workers.   
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However, in the interests of addressing the first two research questions: ‘To what extent can 
mentoring shape a young person’s identity and influence their behaviour?’ and ‘What 
approaches to influencing behaviour are adopted by key workers working with young 
people?’, it is important that young people recognise the extent of the key worker support 
provided.  As such, the criteria used to select young people to participate were: 
  
 Aged 16-24 
 NEET (not in education, employment or training) 
 Accessing a service associated with social exclusion 
 Receiving intense support from a key worker 
 Recognise the level/intensity of support provided 
  
Of the nine young people who participated, all matched these criteria although none 
explicitly described themselves as mentees, or recognised their relationship with their key 
worker as mentoring.  But as noted in the introduction chapter, the application of labels 
associated with conceptually defined social positions tends to be asymmetric – a ‘done to’ 
process conducted through professional discourses.  However, all participants understood 
and valued the special nature of their relationship.   
  
Despite this theoretical approach to sampling, I acknowledge that, to a certain extent, the 
research participants might have been selected on the basis of convenience, as a so-called 
‘grab’ sample (Gomm, 2004).  Indeed, this issue is perhaps more pronounced where the 
agency partners are concerned, as the choice of agency partner/key worker to invite is 
largely determined by my understanding of the network of provision and the relationships I 
have with individuals working for those services.  However, I recognise that appropriate 
sampling and selection techniques are vitally important strategic aspects of any inquiry 
(Mason, 1996) and small-scale research is only effective if the sample strategy is strong 
(Wilmot, 2005).  It is therefore important to note that ‘the number of people interviewed is 
less important than the criteria used to select them’ (ibid, p. 3). 
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4.3.3  Respondent matching 
  
There is a link between the key worker and young person, in the form of a mentoring type 
of relationship.  These links are shown in the following table: 
Table 1.  Respondent matching 
  
Key worker Nos. young people 
Youth Services – Youth Worker 1 
Social Services – Homelessness project worker 1 
Social Services – Project/Outreach worker 1 
Faith sector – Youth Worker 0 
Social Services – Residential support worker (post 16)  2 
* Criminal Justice (1) – Probation Officer 1 
* Criminal Justice (2) – Personal Officer 1 
Youth engagement project (1) – Youth Worker 2 
Youth engagement project (2) – Youth Worker 0 
* Indicates key worker who referred a youngster to participate but did not interview themselves, preferring 
instead to complete a questionnaire 
 
As indicated in the table above, key workers were engaged with two young people who 
have been interviewed.  Two key workers interviewed did not identify a young person who 
might also participate.  This occurred for two principle reasons.  Firstly, either the key 
worker invited a young person to participate but could not secure their commitment to 
participate or, secondly, the key worker was not engaged in a mentoring type of relationship 
during the data collection phase of the research but, nevertheless, wished to share their 
experiences. 
  
It is important to note that I have not directly mapped the youngsters’ pseudonyms 
(presented in the findings chapter) to the key worker role in the interests of confidentiality.  
Indeed, I gave a commitment during the local ethical approval process to obfuscate the link 
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between the key worker role and the young people because the community in which this 
research is located is small and relatively transparent. 
   
4.4  Data collection 
  
Any number of qualitative data collection methods could have been used within this inquiry 
– including narrative, biographical and participant observation approaches (Sealey, 2009).  
However, the combination of the constructivist epistemology adopted, and the exploratory 
nature of the research questions, presented a compelling rationale for adopting semi-
structured interviews as the primary vehicle for data collection.  Semi-structured interviews 
are generally organised around a number of predetermined open ended questions, with 
further questions arising during the course of the interaction between interviewer and 
participant (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). 
  
As Allen & Eby (2008) point out ‘focus groups, interviews, case studies, and observation are 
well-suited for gaining an in-depth understanding of phenomena from the participant’s 
perspective’ (p. 346).  And, since the purpose of this inquiry was to reveal such an in-depth 
understanding, other methods employed by researchers exploring mentoring relationships 
were rejected as they appeared to be designed primarily for convenience and unlikely, 
therefore, to provide the depth needed.  For example, Bogat et al. (2008) relied on ‘mentor 
supervisor’s process notes’ and ‘logbooks kept by mentors describing their relationships’ (p. 
330), for their data.  Similarly, methods used to collect secondary survey data, such as those 
employed by Rhodes et al. (2005) and Langhout et al. (2004), were rejected as they were 
deemed unlikely to provide the kind of in-depth understanding of the relationships, from 
the participant’s perspective, that was sought. 
  
So although interviews are commonly used to collect qualitative data (DiCicco-Bloom & 
Crabtree, 2006), I sought to overcome the common complaint that qualitative interviews 
are overused and often uncritically adopted with little attempt at justifying their use 
(Hewitt, 2007). I also recognised that the use of interviews can be problematic as they 
remove the researcher from the natural setting so that ‘individual behaviour and social 
interaction [is] reported rather than observed’ (Blaikie, 2000; p. 234). 
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4.4.1  Interviews 
  
Following the example of Rose & Jones (2007), who investigated the efficacy of a mentoring 
scheme for disaffected young people, the data takes the form of transcriptions created from 
audio recordings of interviews with young people and key workers.  Interviews were the 
preferred method of data collection because, as Hewitt (2007) points out, they ‘provide 
authentic access to the lived experience of the other’ (p. 1149).  Moreover, qualitative 
interviewing ‘encourages the interviewee to share rich descriptions of phenomena while 
leaving the interpretation or analysis to the investigators’ (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006; 
p. 314). 
 
I initially intended to collect data from individual participants, at specific points over a 
prolonged period of time, because Allen et al. (2008) argue that ‘longitudinal research 
strategies are essential to fully appreciate the dynamic nature of mentoring’ (p. 344) and, 
moreover, follow up interviews provide an opportunity to verify the insights emerging from 
the research process and to ensure these insights have meaning for the participants (Hewitt, 
2007).  However, implementing a longitudinal strategy with this sample group proved 
difficult given that the relationships might not have been designed to last several months 
(for example, where a Personal Officer supports an offender serving a short sentence) or the 
intervention/relationship ends suddenly (for example, where a young person withdraws 
from the services provided).  Furthermore, it might be recalled from the literature review 
that longitudinal research conducted with socially excluded youth is notoriously difficult, 
since contact can be lost between data collection points (Newburn & Shiner, 2006; Conolly, 
2008). 
 
It also became clear, during the initial pilot interviews with the two young people, that 
regular and formal data collection was going to be problematic.  Although these young 
people understood that the research was participatory in nature, the capture of data felt 
like an intrusion into our relationship and the services delivered by the charity.  In addition, 
the collection of data could have been seen as serving my interests only.  So although the 
young people generally enjoyed the interview, an attempt to repeat the process following, 
say, a month risked destabilising the relationship and discouraging them from accessing 
services they wanted and needed.  As such, progress towards implementing agreed actions 
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was explored informally through on-going discussion, rather than a formal data capture 
process.  During such informal discussions reference was always made to this research, and 
youngsters were asked ‘is it okay if I mention that?’.  This approach was only adopted with 
young people who had both signed a consent form and undertaken an initial interview. 
  
The interviews were conducted between January and June 2011 – although I had to 
temporarily pause my data collection activity in March 2011 because I was informed that I 
needed to secure ethical approval from a Local Ethical Approval Committee, despite having 
already secured approval from my university.  The interviews were always preceded by an 
initial introductory meeting with myself.  During this meeting I explained the focus of the 
interview to the participant, distributed the information sheet and offered an opportunity 
to ask questions.  The interview itself occurred within a week of the initial meeting at a 
location where appropriate safeguarding arrangements could be made.  The participant 
consent form was signed by each participant just prior to the interview starting – this meant 
that the interviewee had been given several days – between initial meeting and interview 
day – to withdraw their offer to participate before the interview commenced. 
  
Both the young person and key worker interviews were, as previously noted, semi-
structured, and therefore utilised open-ended questions which were non-threatening and 
were designed to generate an opportunity to express opinions.  The questions chosen to 
guide the interview had been designed to generate data related to the research aims and 
questions.   
  
4.4.2  Questionnaires 
  
Within the methodology discussion of this project, I argued that the adoption of an action 
research methodology, alongside a critical realist ontology, accommodates the adoption of 
quantitative measures, and thereby facilitates data triangulation through the use of mixed 
data methods.  I have therefore considered the problematic paradigmatic issues that arise 
when introducing a questionnaire designed to collect categorical quantitative data into a 
qualitative study, and argue that it is a ‘misconception to suggest that qualitative research 
does not use quantitative data’ (Niaz, 2009; p. 537). 
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The rationale for adopting a questionnaire was driven by pragmatism, since interviewing 
large numbers of key workers and young people was unrealistic for a sole researcher.  As 
Gardiner (2008) found with her study: ‘access to Learning Mentee views is difficult’ (p. 111) 
– it was, moreover, an approach she did not find problematical within her qualitative, 
constructivist, study.  A further pragmatic issue surrounding the adoption of a questionnaire 
concerned the need to strengthen validity and reliability by triangulating research findings – 
i.e. by corroborating results arising from different methods (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005). 
 
Furthermore, there is no shortage of studies that have employed, in one manner or another, 
survey questionnaires to gather data from both young people and their mentors (cf. Rhodes 
et al., 2005; Newburn & Shiner, 2006; Munson & McMillen, 2009; Caldarella et al., 2010).  
These studies have provided important guidance in terms of the types of question to include 
on the questionnaire and methods of data analysis. 
  
I initially devised two questionnaires, one for key workers and one for young people.  Since 
access to a range of key workers was considerably less problematic than access to young 
people, I piloted the key worker questionnaire with close colleagues.   
  
4.4.3  Key worker questionnaire 
  
The use of an online survey tool can facilitate the wide, efficient and cost effective 
distribution of a survey questionnaire (Theuri & Turner, 2002; Glover & Bush, 2005; 
Dolnicar, Laesser & Matus, 2009).  In this case the key worker questionnaire was developed 
using Survey Monkey as it was free, easy to use and it automated the collection and initial 
presentation of the data.  However, establishing the online survey presented its own 
challenges.  Indeed, the initial pilot of the electronic questionnaire, undertaken by four 
colleagues, revealed a number of problematic issues which were subsequently resolved: 
  
 One of the questions was ambiguous and needed rephrasing 
 The skip logic, which permitted question branching, was flawed – a situation 
that led to a change in the system hosting the questionnaire.  The fault was 
therefore with the underlying technology and not the structure of the 
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questionnaire.  Skip logic was eventually abandoned and the questions 
rephrased so they could follow each other in a linear fashion 
 Making answers compulsory frustrated users who did not want to give an 
answer to a specific question – preferring instead to leave a comment.  As 
such, the system functioned correctly but the questionnaire was too rigid in 
forcing response compliance 
  
A further restriction with the questionnaire system was the limited number of questions 
which could be asked (a maximum of ten).  I originally intended to ask 12 questions, so had 
to rephrase and integrate the other questions to ensure the system functioned correctly.  A 
further limitation of using this online system is the inability to write an introductory 
sentence at the start of the survey questions.  As such, respondents might not have had 
access to contextual information regarding the study – as this might have been stripped out 
of emails when the link was forwarded to others.  These limitations may arise because the 
system is free of charge – and access to additional features and functionality incurs a 
significant cost. 
  
Given these limitations with the questionnaire, and the complexity of the research topic 
under study, it was necessary to limit the scope of the key worker questions on the 
questionnaire.  As such, the questionnaire was specifically designed to collect data to help 
answer two (of the four) of the research questions: ‘What approaches to influencing 
behaviour are adopted by key workers working with young people?’ and ‘What social 
structures act to confound the efforts of mentoring?’. 
  
The questionnaire was distributed to key contacts at the list of agencies given above.  The 
key contacts completed the questionnaire and forwarded the link to other colleagues, many 
of whom also responded.  A total of 38 responses were gathered. 
  
4.4.4  Young person questionnaire 
  
The young person questionnaire was developed and piloted at approximately the same time 
as the key worker questionnaire.  During the pilot phase of the research an objection was 
raised by a key worker regarding the nature of a question concerned with offending rates.  
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And although the question that caused the objection was not deemed to be particularly 
problematic, especially as the survey was anonymous, the question was rephrased 
nevertheless.  It should also be noted that both the young person and key worker 
questionnaires requested contact information if the respondent was prepared to undertake 
an interview – a strategy devised to help establish the sample frame.  However, the 
question requesting contact details of young people – even though potential respondents 
were aged 16 or above – was dropped.  Instead, those young people willing to undertake an 
interview were asked to inform their key worker, who would instead refer them to me.  This 
approach was adopted in order to ensure complete transparency regarding contact 
between myself and potentially vulnerable young people. 
  
The questions selected for inclusion on the questionnaire – especially the young person 
questionnaire – were influenced by the work of various writers, including Liang et al. (2008),   
Bernstein et al. (2009) and questions from the Mentoring Contribution Questionnaire (cf. 
Goldner & Mayseless, 2008a).  I hoped to establish, with this rather limited device, whether 
the young person recognised the key worker influence and if that influence impacted upon 
their general sense of self.  It was, perhaps, an ambitious aim considering the limited 
number of questions permitted by the online SurveyMonkey system.  
  
However, as the data collection widow began to close, it became apparent that the number 
of young people completing the questionnaire was going to be extremely small – less than 
10 responses in fact.  I had asked key workers in various setting for assistance in bringing the 
questionnaire to the attention of the young people, but with no success.  I therefore 
decided to abandon the young person questionnaire as a data collection device and, 
moreover, discarded what little data was collected. 
  
4.4.5  Questionnaire design 
  
In the interests of triangulation, both questionnaires were designed (although only the key 
worker questionnaire was deployed) to generate data that could be organised into 
quantifiable measures related to the research questions indicated above.  As such, all 
questions were phrased to produce categorical data that could be presented and analysed 
using a range of descriptive statistics, since ‘forced choice [closed] questions are easily 
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coded into numerical forms’ (Gomm, 2004; p. 158).  However, as noted above, two 
respondents complained during the pilot about the questionnaire’s rigid structure, so an 
optional comments box was provided to also collect qualitative data for all questions.   
  
The questions on the Key Worker questionnaire were broadly ordered to capture data 
related, firstly, to their role and, secondly, to the broader social structures they believe 
impact upon young people’s behaviours.  And whilst it would be misleading to suggest that 
the questions included have been modelled on those by Bernstein et al. (2009), or EEP 
(MENTOR, 2005), these have provided guidance in terms of phrasing and broad 
construction.  A similar process was adopted for the young person questionnaire, where 
Rhodes et al. (2005), Sealy (2009) and Zand et al. (2009) devised questions for mentees that 
served to inform the questions I included on the questionnaire – although, as previously 
explained, the questionnaire was not deployed. 
 
A copy of the questionnaire used in this inquiry to collect data can be found in Appendix 2.   
 
4.4.6  Other data sources 
  
Given the complex and varied nature of mentoring, especially where it occurs within 
organisational settings, there is a strong rationale for adopting a variety of data collection 
methods, as Allen et al. (2008) explain; ‘the use of a variety of data collection methods 
across studies, as well as the use of multiple data collection methods within a study, should 
increase our understanding of mentoring’ (p. 346).  Indeed, Newburn & Shiner’s (2006) 
evaluation of mentoring programmes for excluded youth employed multi data collection 
methods, such that; ‘surveys were augmented by...a substantial qualitative component – 
depth interviews were conducted with project staff, mentors, young people and referral 
agents’ (p. 27) – an approach not dissimilar to my own, albeit on a much larger scale. 
  
Although the collection of data from other studies is problematic, due in part to the 
geographical isolation within which this project is located, the use of multiple methods has 
been possible within this project.  In addition to the data sources identified above, I 
therefore collected a range of associated data, including intervention records from on-going 
sessions, training materials, policy documentation, evaluation reports and support plans 
held by my employer and partner agencies.  Where such data directly concerns young 
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people, or indeed other clients, it was only used to describe the characteristics of the client 
group. 
  
A further data source to be used in this project is my journal since Elwood (2009) found it 
useful, within an action research context, to record ‘observations of each student’s activities 
and interactions in collaborative work sessions...or other project activities’ (p. 56).  I have 
frequently used the journal to make a note of issues to address, emerging themes to 
develop and interesting articles or news items to further investigate.  However, the most 
substantial and valuable contribution of the journal has been to record thoughts and 
reflections following interviews or interactions with others.   
  
4.4.7  Sequence of data collection activity 
  
The following sequence provides an indication of the sequence of various data collection 
activities.  It is important to note, however, that most of these activities did not progress in 
a smooth and orderly fashion, as the following sequence perhaps indicates.  Indeed, 
interviews tended to occur in sudden short bursts, followed by a lengthy lull.  And while the 
lulls provided an opportunity to transcribe the interviews, code the data, and reflect on the 
initial analysis, they nevertheless impeded the overall data collection timetable.  Despite 
this, the approximate sequence of data collection activity was as follows: 
  
 December 2010:  Invite nine agency key workers to participate in a 40 minute semi-
structured interview (only seven key workers were eventually interviewed), and 
identify one young person each they have supported who is willing to participate in a 
separate semi-structured interview. 
 January – February 2011: Following the nine invitations, conduct two key worker 
interviews and two young person interviews (to act as a pilot to test the questions 
and the interview process).   
 February 2011: Launch of online key worker questionnaire – with four close 
colleagues providing pilot responses 
 March 2011: Data collection pause while unexpected second round of (local) ethical 
approval was sought  
 March 2011: Development and launch of young person questionnaire 
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 April 2011: Approach appropriate agencies to request assistance with data collection 
(young person questionnaire) 
 April 2011: Conduct further three key worker interviews  
 May 2011: Conduct remaining two key worker interviews (also made one last 
attempt to persuade reluctant key workers to commit to an interview date) 
 June 2011: Conduct further three young person interviews 
 June 2011:  Close online key worker questionnaires 
 July 2011:  Conduct remaining four young people interviews 
 July 2011:  End data collection    
 
4.4.8  Pilot study 
  
Pilot studies are useful for developing research questions (Barbour & Schostak, 2005), 
practicing data collection techniques (Mason, 1996) and highlighting any potential ethical 
issues that might arise (Rice, 2008).  Therefore, as noted above, I piloted both the semi-
structured interview and the online questionnaires, before commencing the main data 
collection phase of the project.  Indeed, I followed the example of Sealey (2009) by using a 
small-scale pilot to test data collection and analysis techniques – with particular attention 
focussed on the questionnaire and two interviews with key workers. 
  
As a result of the pilot phase, both the questionnaire and the semi-structured interview 
schedule were subject to a process of iterative refinement and reformulation as knowledge 
and understanding of the issues developed (Diefenbach, 2009; Peters & Wester, 2009).  
Indeed, as discussed above, one particular question on the questionnaire, regarding 
offending rates, was challenged by a key worker and was rephrased before the 
questionnaire was eventually discarded. 
 
It should be noted that all data collected during the pilot phase was retained and utilised as 
there were no issues regarding its quality or integrity. 
  
4.5  Data analysis  
  
The process of analysis is about making sense of the data (Creswell, 2003), whereby the 
researcher aims to ‘discover and interpret certain meanings, themes, and rules from that 
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data so they can help facilitate the understanding of the topics in question’ (Shin, Kim & 
Chung, 2009; p. 857).  However, Peters & Wester (2009), argue that the word analysis has 
numerous meanings.  It can mean an ‘unfolding’ (p. 637) of the data within an analytical 
frame, or the search for patterns within the data; patterns which may form answers to 
research questions.   
  
Data analysis does not occur at a specific point in the research process, rather it occurs 
cyclically throughout the course of the inquiry (Schiellerup, 2008); analysis therefore occurs 
alongside data collection (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006; Shin et al., 2009).  Such an 
approach allows the researcher to develop an emerging understanding of the research 
questions, which can then iteratively shape further sampling strategies and research 
questions (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006).  Broadly speaking, therefore, the researcher 
‘starts with a partly open conceptual frame that has to be elaborated during the research 
project’ (Peters & Wester, 2009; p. 637). 
  
However, data analysis is a tricky and uncomfortable aspect of the inquiry process 
(Fairclough, 2003; Schiellerup, 2008; Simons, Lathlean & Squire, 2008) and specific methods 
are seldom explicit, leading to frustration for novice researchers (Shin et al., 2009).  The lack 
of clear instructions for applying particular analytical strategies arises because of the 
intimate and intuitive processes involved when working with data (Simons et al., 2008).  As 
such, qualitative data analysis is undoubtedly something of a craft, not easily taught and so 
best learnt through doing (Li & Seale, 2007).  Given these issues, novice researchers might 
experience various difficulties, including; not knowing where to begin, developing 
ambiguous coding categories and inaccurate or over interpretation (ibid.).  It is perhaps 
because of such issues that analytical procedures are sometimes ‘invented by the authors of 
the articles’ (Shin et al., 2009; p. 853) or ‘left obscure in qualitative research’ (Korobov, 
2001; p. 1).  Further difficulties with articulating analytical processes arise when studies 
adopt multiple analytical approaches (Simons et al., 2008). 
  
Although the literature tends to focus more on data generation than analysis (ibid.), Shin et 
al. (2009) report an array of qualitative analytical strategies associated with the various 
research methodologies.  For example, in phenomenological studies the analyst typically 
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starts by reporting an overall description of the phenomenon under study, then extracts 
significant statements from the material gathered, identifies meanings or meaning units 
therein, transforms the units into thematic clusters and, finally, examines the themes for 
their essential and structural features.  Within grounded theory, data is analysed by utilising 
various coding strategies to construct categories – the relationship between categories is 
then explored in order to formulate the theoretical model.   
 
Taking these strategies into account, I conducted an interpretivist thematic analysis 
(Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005) which is ‘ultimately concerned with generating context 
dependent explanation through coincidental case analysis’ (Sealey, 2009; p. 122). As such, I 
aimed to: ‘systematically organize data on particular topics and discover and interpret 
certain meanings, themes, and rules from that data so they can help facilitate the 
understanding of the topics in question’ (Shin et al., 2009; p. 857). 
 
4.5.1  Coding strategy 
  
It is therefore clear that most forms of qualitative data analysis involve some form of coding 
(Peters & Wester, 2009) – although care is required since Gomm (2004) argues that coding 
reveals more that is in the mind of the interviewer than that of the interviewee.  
Nevertheless, like Colley (2001), I was trying to ‘ensure that the analysis emerged from the 
data’ (p. 254). 
 
Davis and Meyer (2009) use software to initiate simple coding, which entails: ‘highlighting 
meaning units, or portions of electronic text as well as the context surrounding them’ (pp. 
118–119).  As can be seen in the following chapters, where I present an analysis and 
discussion, I: 
  
 Fully transcribed the interviews (alternating between MS OneNote and 
Windows Media Player to transcribe the audio file) and immediately 
highlighted significant comments 
 Reviewed the completed transcript to get an overall feel for the data  
 Imported transcripts into NVIVO 8 
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 Highlighted text deemed significant in relation to a research question and 
added to (or created new) node/codes 
 Sorted data nodes into clusters to identify emerging themes 
 Established themes and relationships between themes 
 Constructed a narrative based upon the themes identified 
  
Several writers who have conducted qualitative mentoring research, including Liang et al. 
(2008), have provided examples of how they had analysed data from interview transcripts.  
It is useful, then, to follow the example of Liang et al. (ibid.; p. 173) and provide a sample of 
the codes and themes identified, along with sample quotes: 
Table 2.  A sample of analysed NVIVO data 
 
Theme Node Exemplar quotes:  
Young person 
Exemplar quotes:  
Key worker 
Relationships 
and rapport 
Key 
worker  
They [key worker] tried but I 
didn't used to let anyone know 
me.  I never used to talk about 
anything...so I didn't really let 
them. 
I had like a main key worker 
who like worked with me really 
closely, every day..it was one 
person who understood me 
and it helped me 
 
it's quite fragile to work with a young 
person when you're promising them 
that you're going to be able to give 
them, you know, what they need 
Be normal.  Be yourself.  Show them 
that you're transparent 
I often say to volunteers, that you 
need to be there making the tea, to 
be having those chats, to be doing 
something with the young person 
Family I never had proper parents, 
they weren't like everyone 
else's parents...they were 
never really there 
I feel ashamed of myself like 
for letting them down.  I feel 
I've let my parents down 
through school and through 
coming to prison 
He [dad] thinks I'm just 
draining resources...so that's 
quite stressful 
they are yearning for a normal mum 
and a dad...a normal way of life, a 
normal way of thinking. Because they 
can't get that then they will go the 
opposite 
 
if you met mum you'd understand 
she herself hasn't got those social 
negotiating skills. She goes from 
reasonable to shouting and 
screaming within a second or two 
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Caring and 
befriending 
Facilitating 
change 
 
 
 
 
people say they're proud of me 
and that cos I'm not a little 
bugger anymore 
 
they’ve helped me to see what 
I want to do, and it is helping 
me achieving what I want do 
professionals have the bond, they 
have the relationship, they can see 
the changes 
 
we're more seen as, not peers, but 
the older brother, accessible father, 
type of figure 
Trust I don't really trust anyone's 
advice because everyone sees 
things in a different way, so 
you have to learn for yourself 
what's right 
it's what made me and [young 
person] close...that I said to her that 
they're cool people [at project] and 
she believed me...and  I earned a 
point on the trust ladder 
Engagement 
activities  
 
 
 
 
Building 
self-
esteem 
you had to like live in tents on 
the moors and we'd have to 
cook our food on little triangles 
and...go on mountain walks 
and rock climbing 
 
It's basically erm teambuilding, 
things like that, first aid 
certificate and orienteering 
certificate as well 
We start to organise more relational 
activities...we speak to individual 
young people, make them feel they 
are cared for 
 
we've seen real magic happen with 
peer influence on their own age 
group, and that happens both ad-hoc 
and formally 
 
 
Integral to the data analysis process has been effective data management processes, since 
the accumulation of large volumes of qualitative data make effective storage, management 
and retrieval an imperative to prevent miscoding and mislabelling (Davis & Meyer, 2009).  
The use of computer software can ‘save time, make procedures more systematic, reinforce 
completeness and permit flexibility with revision of analysis processes’ (DiCicco-Bloom & 
Crabtree, 2006; p. 318).  However, there is no substitute for the complex process of 
interpreting, representing and analysing data (Davis & Meyer, 2009) and some degree of 
intuition has been necessary to identify and shape significant themes.   
 
Indeed, this rather clinical account of the process fails to reflect the challenges faced when 
attempting to distil data from multiple respondents into analytical codes and themes.  
Firstly, I found the scale of the task somewhat overwhelming in terms of the volume and 
complexity of the data to be handled – particularly once codes had been clustered around 
emerging  themes.  The difficulties arose because the coding activity was part of a cyclical 
process of data gathering, coding and analysis (Blaikie, 2000), since the ‘importance of 
alternating data collection and analysis cannot be overemphasized’ (Corbin & Holt, 2005; p. 
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50).  And while I was able to take advantage of the lulls between interviews to code and 
organise the clusters, each new interview and subsequent analysis reshaped the emerging 
themes. 
 
4.5.2  Discourse analysis 
  
The coding strategy adopted has, moreover, been further informed by the approaches to 
critical discourse analysis presented by Fairclough (2003) and Gee (2005).  Fairclough (2003) 
suggests that discourse is a way of ‘representing aspects of the world – the processes, 
relations and structures of the material world, the ‘mental world’ of thoughts, feelings, 
beliefs and so forth, and the social world’ (p. 124).  As such, discourse analysis focuses on 
the ‘thread of language’ (Gee, 2005; p. 104), its related sign system and its situated 
meanings (ibid.).  Critical discourse analysis means, for linguists at least, conducting an 
analysis of the socio-cultural context within which a particular discourse takes place, 
drawing on wider critical theory and debate as the analysis proceeds (Ferguson, 2009).  The 
analysis broadly involves the scrutiny of language to examine  ways in which various themes 
and topics are discussed by agents (Burck, 2005).  It is therefore important to note that text 
is just one component of a discourse, as Gee explains:  
[discourse, and discourse models, includes] symbolic expressions, and ‘artefacts’ of 
thinking, feeling, believing, valuing, and acting that can be used to identify oneself as 
a member of a socially meaningful group or ‘social network,’ or to signal (that one is 
playing) a socially meaningful ‘role’ (Gee cited by Worthman, 2008; p. 131) 
  
As such, discourse analysis goes beyond language to also incorporate practices.  However, 
as discourse analysis has numerous meanings across different disciplines (Ward, 2009), and 
employs a wide variety of approaches to analysing text (Fairclough, 2003), theoretical 
approaches rarely translate into concrete qualitative methods (Korobov, 2001).   
  
4.5.3  Mixing methods 
  
Although this project is predominately qualitative in nature, a tool often associated with 
quantitative data has been deployed – a questionnaire.   Mixed methods approaches are 
problematic because of the differing epistemological assumptions underpinning any study 
attempting to deploy them (Benzies & Allen, 2001).  Nevertheless, Dillon & Wals (2006) 
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argue that pragmatism should act as the ‘philosophical partner of mixed methods research’ 
(p. 555).   Indeed, Onwuegbuzie & Leech (2005) aim to create ‘pragmatic researchers’ (p. 
376) who are accomplished using both approaches, and Niaz (2009) reassuringly asserts that 
both qualitative and quantitative methods and data can be used within any research 
paradigm.  Furthermore, mixed methods should be adopted as a ‘third way’ despite the 
protests of those purists on both sides who insist they are incompatible (Dillon & Wals, 
2006).  
  
Where quantitative data has been collected via questionnaire for this study, a range of 
descriptive statistics has been employed to describe the sample obtained, including; mean, 
median, mode and standard deviation.  These basic statistics have been calculated using 
Microsoft Excel and SPSS and data will be presented as a series of cross tabulated tables.  
And while the rationale for using mixed methods is seldom explained in published articles 
(Bryman et al., 2008), I have attempted to justify the use of mixed methods throughout this 
chapter.  In essence, however, mixed methods approaches, ‘located in different 
epistemological paradigms...provide helpfully different perspectives for each other’ (Burck, 
2005; p. 239) and, moreover, mixed methods research should be judged by the degree to 
which the different components have been integrated (Bryman et al., 2008). 
  
4.5.4  Validity and reliability 
  
According to Niaz (2009), Lincoln and Guba consider the issue of validity in qualitative 
research to be a leftover positivistic artefact and instead prefer to consider the authenticity 
of an inquiry.  Furthermore, the Bryman et al. (2008) survey of academic researchers found 
that most respondents felt that validity and reliability criteria was best applied to 
quantitative research studies.  As such there appear to be a lack of commitment to 
establishing validity and reliability – indeed, of the qualitative mentoring studies examined 
by Crisp and Cruz (2009; p. 532), there was a ‘lack of mention of data or method 
triangulation, member checking, or efforts to demonstrate data reliability’.  And Scott 
(2005) argues that errors in social and educational research arise for a number of reasons: 
the researcher mistakes appearances for reality; the researcher uses inappropriate 
methods; correlations or associations are conflated with causal relations; resources 
at the disposal of the researcher do not allow him or her either to explore the 
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subject matter of the research in any great depth or to triangulate using different 
methods that strengthen the validity and reliability of the findings; and respondents 
in interview studies and surveys may not give truthful answers (p. 636) 
  
As a failure to adequately address these issues could cause a loss of confidence in the 
research findings, I will address three key points directly: 
  
4.5.5  Triangulation 
  
Triangulation is a method often used to strengthen the validity of research findings, 
although Power (2004) argues that the approach is positivist in outlook and inadequate for 
understanding rich and complex social life.  Nevertheless, triangulation overcomes inherent 
weaknesses within a given method (Allen et al., 2008) and facilitates ‘convergence and 
corroboration of results from different methods studying the same phenomenon’  
(Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005; p. 384).  As such, I have sought to triangulate by adopting 
varying methods and thereby avoid a common weakness evident in mentoring research – 
only 6% of the 176 mentoring studies reviewed by Allen et al. (2008) collected data using 
multiple methods, and only 18% utilised multiple sources.  So, for example, both the key 
worker questionnaire and the young person interviews seek to explore the social structures 
that impede the mentoring endeavour.  Triangulation is further strengthened by examining 
intervention records, training materials, policy documentation, evaluation reports and 
support plans, where such documentation was available and accessible.  As such, the 
validity of the analysis is strengthened, since ‘ideas generated from the data illuminate 
other data (coverage); data that leads us to similar conclusions (convergence)’ (Gee, 2005; 
p. 154).  
  
 4.5.6  Respondent validation 
  
The collaborative and relational values underpinning the qualitative research paradigm, 
exhort researchers to share the on-going analysis and final results with their research 
participants in the interests of ‘respondent validation’ (Rizq, 2008; p. 40).  However, 
researchers may experience anxiety at the prospect of subjecting interview data to 
interpretation and analysis and offering the output for respondent validation that might 
offend (ibid.).  Despite these difficulties, following the interviews I produced condensed pen 
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portraits for a selected number of respondents to read and validate.  And while Liang et al. 
(2008) could discuss potential researcher bias amongst themselves, I relied on four young 
people and two key workers to basically perform the same function. 
  
However, the validity of this research is established, perhaps, by the ‘extent to which the 
researcher can convince the reader that her interpretation is as close as possible to the 
‘real’ or ‘intended’ meaning of the participants’ (Alexiadou, 2001; p. 55).  This could be 
achieved by adopting an independent audit process – where third party researchers assess 
data and the quality resulting analysis – as a less emotive approach from which to judge 
validity (Rizq, 2008).  Nevertheless, validity ‘is social, not individual’ (Gee, 2005; p. 114) and 
is not ‘once and for all’, meaning that any analysis is always open to further discussion and 
debate (ibid.; p. 113). 
 
4.5.7  Generalizability 
  
The issue of generalising within qualitative research traditions is sometimes treated 
apathetically in the literature and occasionally dismissed as an issue altogether by 
researchers (Larsson, 2009).  Indeed, Bryman (2008) argues that social policy researchers 
are largely unconcerned with the ability to generalise to populations or settings.  However, 
almost a third of the qualitative studies examined by Onwuegbuzie & Leech (2010) 
contained inappropriate generalisations, including recommendations for policy and practice 
based on a few cases only.  Moreover, quantitative studies sometimes adopt problematical 
methodological approaches, including; the use of non-random samples, sample sizes that 
are too small and samples taken from the accessible population, rather than the target 
population. 
  
Gomm (2004) argues that there are three types of generalisation advanced by researchers.  
Firstly, there is empirical, or statistical, generalisation.  Secondly, there is theoretical 
generalisation and, finally, we have naturalistic generalisations which emerge by producing 
a ‘thick’ description of social life.  And while Fonagy et al. (2002) argue that interventions 
devised for one community do not easily translate to another, we can perhaps accept 
‘informed speculation’ (Gomm, 2004; p. 63) as an approach to generalisation. 
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4.6  Summary 
  
Research methods are constrained by, and made visible through, methodological and 
epistemological choices (Carter & Little, 2007).  I have therefore tried to ensure consistency 
between the methodology and the actual methods adopted – turning to pragmatism where 
issues of mixed method approaches arise.   Furthermore, I have also attempted to 
differentiate between methods for data collection and production and methods for data 
analysis (Dillon & Wals, 2006) and hope to have developed an effective toolkit with which to 
present and discuss the findings. 
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5. FINDINGS 
 
Presenting the findings for this inquiry, without simultaneously entering into analysis and 
discussion, is somewhat challenging.  This is because key data takes the form of transcribed 
semi-structured interviews and it would be inappropriate to simply present the transcripts – 
particularly as information contained within could result in the identification of the 
participants.   
  
In order to overcome such difficulties I have chosen to present pen portraits of the young 
people who have participated.  However, it is not appropriate to present pen portraits of 
the key workers as there is a significant risk that they will be identified.  Indeed, it is very 
important to recognise how serious the risk of identifying participants actually is, given that 
the fieldwork was conducted within a small, geographically isolated, rural community.  It is 
due to this enhanced risk, which is not exaggerated, that the specifics of the sample are 
perhaps a little vague.  The opaqueness is not a result of flaws with the research strategy or 
process, but arises because of my attempt to hide participants from the gaze of an 
otherwise highly transparent and intimate community. 
  
Despite these issues, the data presented indicates the kind of challenges faced by young 
people and the extent to which a range of professionals are establishing informal supportive 
relationships, that can be characterised as mentoring, alongside their primary role.  There is, 
moreover, no issue with presenting the data collected via the anonymous online key worker 
questionnaire, as this simply involves collating the responses and presenting the results in 
table format. 
  
5.1  Participant Pen Portraits 
  
The following pen portraits, which have been adopted following similar examples provided 
by Leader (2000), offer a brief biographical synopsis of the young people who have 
participated in this research.  The names given below are not the participants’ real names.  
In some instances other characteristics, including gender and number of children, have been 
altered to preserve anonymity.  It should also be recognised that the number order in which 
100 
 
the participants appear below does not correspond to the participant numbering in the 
following chapter – this is done to further preserve the anonymity of the participants. 
  
5.1.1   Frank 
  
Frank is 21 years old and NEET (aged 16-24 and Not in Education, Employment or Training), 
having struggled to find meaningful employment since leaving college prematurely aged 18.  
Frank has not experienced any problematic social circumstances.  Indeed, Frank has a stable 
relationship with his parents (although the relationship is currently strained due to his 
unemployment) and has never been in trouble with the police.  He is nevertheless isolated 
from his friends and girlfriend since he and his family moved to the area two years ago.  
Upon meeting Frank it is immediately clear that he is an articulate, intelligent and a well 
presented individual who is simply looking for an opportunity to begin his working life.  
  
However, Frank’s time at school, and brief enrolment at college, was characterised by deep 
rooted ambivalence that led to serious academic underperformance and eventual 
withdrawal from his studies: ‘I was just aimless if you know what I mean?  I was never really 
bad in school...I was kinda in the middle so got completely overlooked’.  As a consequence, 
Frank holds a couple of GCSEs at grade C+, but nothing higher.  It is a situation that Frank 
regrets but believes little would have impacted upon his level of engagement at the time.  It 
is a regret that comes with hindsight and is associated with periodic episodes of depression. 
  
Frank has participated in a local work experience programme designed to boost the 
confidence of NEETs.  The programme has an outdoor adventure experience component 
followed by a four week placement in a relevant company.  Since Frank is isolated from his 
friends, and has a strained relationship with parents, he has little opportunity to talk to a 
supportive other.  However, Frank has formed a strong relationship with the programme 
coordinator, who is providing advice and guidance regarding the problematic social barriers.  
It is support that Frank has valued, since it provides an outlet for his concerns and informs 
possible courses of action in the future. 
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Frank hopes to eventually secure a place at college and is, in the meantime, teaching himself 
the software programming skills required to develop computer games.  He has also taken up 
an offer to work for a charity on a voluntary basis.  
  
5.1.2   Jackie 
  
Jackie is 18, unemployed, single, pregnant and, until recently, homeless.  Problematic family 
relationships are significant issues as Jackie cannot accept her mother’s supposedly 
draconian rules and boundaries: ‘I’ve had a bad relationship with my mum over the 
years...and we’ve got grudges to hold against each other’.   
  
The difficulties that Jackie has experienced also extend to her education.  Life at secondary 
school was marred by frequent episodes of bullying and GCSE attainment was particularly 
poor.  Jackie also enrolled on various college courses but was distracted by peers and lacked 
the resilience to complete the required coursework. 
  
Despite these issues, Jackie has worked in various part-time jobs, sustaining this 
employment for significant periods of time.  Although pregnant, Jackie aims to do 
temporary work until the baby is born, and wants to return to full-time work as soon as she 
can.  Indeed, Jackie sees employment as the route to a better future: ‘I want to get an 
admin job and work my way up in the company’. 
  
5.1.3   Harry 
  
At 20 years old Harry has turned his life around dramatically.  Between the ages of 14-18 
Harry’s life had been characterised by high levels of antisocial behaviour, leading to an ASBO 
and the very real threat of imprisonment: ‘I caused trouble, a lot of trouble all the time. 
Drinking loads, throwing things through windows, terrorising the neighbours basically’.  
Harry is currently NEET (aged 16-24 and Not in Education, Employment or Training) and 
registered as disabled. 
  
Harry’s formative years were difficult.  His mother has been diagnosed with bipolar disorder 
and has frequently attempted to commit suicide.  His father, who is an alcoholic, has not 
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played a significant role in his upbringing.  Harry attributes his problematic childhood 
behaviour to these difficult family relationships.   
  
When aged 15 Harry’s family were evicted because of his behaviour.  His parents 
consequently found emergency accommodation and Harry had a spell in care – attendance 
at school was erratic.  His time in care was happy and stable – Harry found the support he 
needed in his care workers.  These key workers helped Harry secure a place at college and 
eventually facilitated a reconciliation to his family once stability returned. 
  
However, the dramatic change in Harry’s problematic behaviour occurred after being 
arrested for the first time since turning 18.  On this occasion Harry was taken straight to 
Court and was told that one further breech of his ASBO would result in a custodial sentence.  
The incident scared Harry and he literally changed his behaviour overnight and has not been 
in trouble with the police since. 
  
5.1.4   Jane 
  
Jane, aged 19, left school with a couple of GCSEs and went to college for 6 months but then 
quit the course.  Within a few weeks of leaving college Jane went on holiday and met her 
partner (Robert, aged 19) and within a fortnight decided to stay and move in.    One month 
into the relationship Jane knowingly engaged in unprotected sex and fell pregnant.  Several 
months into the relationship Robert abandoned her because ‘he didn’t want to be tied 
down with a baby’.  Jane moved back to her parent’s house and gave birth.  However, the 
baby died shortly after and Jane, unemployed, moved to live alone in a flat.  
  
Events have taken their toll and throughout the interview Jane reported a catalogue of 
medical complaints; depression, insomnia, suicidal tendencies, injured arm/shoulder, 
epilepsy, eating disorder, stress, broken ribs, appendicitis, mood swings and nausea.  It 
should be noted that these medical complaints did not emerge in response to a specific line 
of questioning during the interview, but pervade the transcript. 
  
Jane has had problematical relationships with numerous key people in her life.  Jane 
described her relationship with her mother as ‘World War 3’, which is why she moved to her 
own flat.  Her partner had also found her problematic: ‘he couldn’t cope…I was unliveable 
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with’, but was himself a source of anguish for Jane:  ‘I was pregnant.  I’d just been diagnosed 
with epilepsy…he gets up one morning and decides he doesn’t want me or the baby and 
kicks me out’. 
  
Despite these difficulties, Jane is trying to gain a new sense of direction and wants to 
become a professional dance teacher.  However, several weeks after the interview Jane’s 
chaotic lifestyle continued as she had to leave her flat because of rent arrears. 
  
5.1.5   Alan 
  
Alan is aged 21 and has been convicted of a serious offence and imprisoned for almost three 
years.  His problematic behaviour emerged at school because he tended to rebel against 
authority figures.  Alan regrets his actions, and despite other very short spells (comprising of 
weeks) in prison, claims: ‘This sentence has changed me...my attitude, the way I think of life 
now’.  Alan attributes some of this attitudinal change to the relationship he has with his 
Personal Officer. 
  
A distinctive feature of Alan’s past is his family background.  While many young people 
interviewed have fraught relationships with their parents, Alan claims to have had a stable 
family life: ‘Life was good at home’.  Both parents have remained together and Alan clearly 
holds them in high regard: ‘I feel I’ve let my parents down through school and through 
coming to prison’.  However, Alan had four siblings who were engaged in serious criminal 
behaviour and Alan was impressed: ‘When I was growing up, I wanted to be like my 
brothers.  They got the money and the girls’. 
  
5.1.6   Janet 
  
Janet, aged 21, has two children.  The first is aged 3 years and the second just 7 months.  
Janet lives with her children and her partner of five years, Barry, aged 35, who is the father.  
Neither Janet nor Barry work and so rely on benefits and social housing, although Janet is 
looking for employment. 
  
Debt is perceived to be a serious problem and the cause of considerable suffering:  ‘It’s 
really very distressing, I feel ashamed that I’ve got into this way’.  Although Barry could go to 
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work, he chooses not to because he ‘hasn’t found a job that pays enough’ to offset the 
benefits they receive.  However, Janet has been trying to motivate Barry: ‘but it’s getting 
him there [to work].  You just keep pushing and pushing’.  Indeed, Janet finds general family 
support somewhat lacking: ‘[at home] he thinks it’s his responsibility to sit down...He 
doesn’t want to be a good home person…he’ll help other people, but he can’t help himself 
and he can’t help us’.  Janet is therefore proactive in developing her basic literacy and 
numeracy skills and looking for work. 
  
5.1.7   John 
  
John, aged 20, is currently unemployed and receiving support from a number of key 
workers.  John has been diagnosed with a range of disorders that make him vulnerable: ‘I’ve 
got autism, I’ve got special needs and learning difficulties...I’ve got anxiety as well, and used 
to be diagnosed with ADHD, but I don’t have it any more’.  Despite this range of disorders, 
John is not taking any medication nor, indeed, receiving any attention from specialist 
services.  Key workers are focussed on encouraging John to live independently and secure 
employment – both of which he is reluctant to do: ‘I am enjoying my life right now and I’m 
happy the way I am’. 
  
The complexity of John’s life during early adolescence, which includes episodes of abuse, 
has enhanced John’s perceptions of his vulnerability: ‘I’ve been diagnosed with stuff...and 
that’s just the way I am.  I’ll probably be like that for the rest of my life, and I will be a 
vulnerable adult for the rest of my life’.  Whilst John is currently vulnerable, key workers 
believe him to be capable of maintaining employment and living a fully independent life.   
  
5.1.8   Jenny 
  
Jenny is 21, has a child and a long-term partner with whom she now shares a flat with.  
Jenny has had a difficult childhood, having spent a considerable amount of time in care, and 
led a chaotic lifestyle until recently: ‘it’s only in the past year and four months that I’ve 
sorted my life out...there was people all over my flat, there was drink everywhere, and I 
[was] taking drugs’.  However, Jenny made significant changes after social services took her 
child into care: ‘I used to get drunk and leave him in his cot all day, I abused him basically, 
neglected him’. 
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Having her child taken into care was a pivotal moment for Jenny.  Within a period of a few 
weeks she stopped drinking and inviting people to her flat for parties.  She secured and 
maintained a place in college and demonstrated an ability to care properly for her child.  As 
a result: ‘life is really, really good now, compared to what it was’.  Jenny has a key worker 
and a small number of close friends to provide support, but she is missing a mother figure to 
ask for advice. 
  
5.1.9   Mark 
  
Mark is the eldest of the interviewees at aged 24 and is significantly different to the other 
young people by virtue of his highly privileged upbringing.  Despite this, Mark has recently 
been released from prison following a four year sentence: ‘I got into a silly way of living, 
which ended up with me going to prison’. 
  
Mark has been privately educated (bar the final year) and both parents are highly paid 
professionals, as indeed are his two siblings.  Despite his privileged education, Mark was 
disruptive and was moved several times.  As a result he achieved very little at school: ‘I 
didn’t learn anything...I was just dossing about really’.  Mark therefore shares some the 
dispositions of other socially excluded young people (notably ambivalence and defiance) 
and is, perhaps, more culpable for his predicament than other participants, given the extent 
of the opportunities presented to him over the years. 
  
Despite the issues he faces, Mark is now determined to turn his life around ‘I don’t ever 
want to go back to prison again, basically’.  He intends to repair relationships with his family 
and start his own landscaping business. 
  
5.2  Key worker questionnaire 
  
The key worker questionnaire consists of nine questions designed principally to address two 
research questions, namely: ‘What approaches to influencing behaviour are adopted by key 
workers working with young people?’ and ‘What social structures act to confound the 
efforts of mentoring?’.  I have identified key points arising from the questionnaire, but will 
leave the main discussion and analysis for the next chapter.   
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As discussed in the Study Design and Methods chapter, the questionnaire was completed by 
key workers working with socially excluded young people, where it was impractical to 
undertake a large number of interviews.  Key contacts at the various agencies were asked to 
forward the web link to the electronic questionnaire to other colleagues.  
Table 3.  Responses to the key worker questionnaire  
 
1.  Which sector do you work in?       
  answered 
question 
36   
  skipped question 2   
    Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Volunteer mentor  11.1% 4 
Criminal justice  33.3% 12 
Social care  38.9% 14 
Education  22.2% 8 
Youth services  11.1% 4 
Health services   0.0% 0 
  
Three additional comments were added by respondents to provide specific details regarding 
their role: ‘Prison Service’, ‘3rd Sector NGO Drug Service’ and ‘Residential’.  Given that the 
‘response count’ total (42) exceeds the number of respondents who answered the question 
(36), we can assume that some respondents ticked multiple categories – possibly the 
volunteer mentors working alongside colleagues in professional contexts. 
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2.  In your experience, when young people 
make a significant change in behaviour is it 
because of...(tick all that apply) 
      
  answered 
question 
38   
  skipped question 0   
    Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Structured action (e.g. care planning, 
probation work, etc.) 
  63.2% 24 
Education and training  63.2% 24 
Strong relationships with a key worker  63.2% 24 
Significant personal relationships (e.g. 
friends, partner, parents, etc.) 
 63.2% 24 
Coercion (e.g. court orders, fines, 
imprisonment, etc.) 
  26.3% 10 
Adverse events (e.g. homelessness, job 
loss, etc.) 
 47.4% 18 
  
Key workers appear to have identified a range of significant factors that influence 
behaviour.  It is of interest to note that key worker relationships are considered to be as 
important as structured action and education and training.  It is also of interest to note that 
coercion is thought to have a limited impact on behaviour. 
  
3.  When young people don’t change is it 
because...(tick all that apply) 
      
  answered 
question 
38   
  skipped question 0   
    Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
These youngsters will never change   0.0% 0 
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You haven’t yet found the right triggers for 
change 
 73.7% 28 
No one should try to change them   0.0% 0 
They don’t have the opportunity to change  63.2% 24 
You don’t have the resources to facilitate 
the change 
 52.6% 20 
You don’t have the authority to force a 
change 
 15.8% 6 
  
Key workers clearly believe that behavioural change is possible with their clients, but in 
many cases they have not found the trigger to stimulate that change and young people do 
not have the opportunities to change.  There also appears to be no moral issues amongst 
key workers about attempting to change their clients. 
  
4. How would you characterise the 
youngsters you work with (tick all that 
apply)? 
      
  answered 
question 
38   
  skipped 
question 
0   
    Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Own worst enemy – i.e. tend to make bad 
choices 
  47.4% 18 
Victim of history – i.e. difficult upbringing   94.7% 36 
Misunderstood – i.e. good kids just doing 
what kids do 
  36.8% 14 
Misled – i.e. got in with the ‘wrong crowd’   84.2% 32 
Marginalised – i.e. basically good kids from 
disadvantaged backgrounds 
  68.4% 26 
Suffering – i.e. they have a disorder or   73.7% 28 
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learning difficulties that causes social 
problems 
  
Problematic family backgrounds are clearly thought to be related to issues surrounding 
social exclusion.  However, there may be a range of other aggravating factors, including peer 
influence.  It is also interesting to note that three quarters of key workers believe their 
clients are suffering from a disorder of some descriptions.  
  
5. How much control do you think your 
clients have in terms of securing a better 
future (tick all that apply)? 
      
  answered 
question 
38   
  skipped question 0   
    Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
My clients have the same life 
chances/opportunities as my own children 
  10.5% 4 
They have aspiration but not the resilience 
to succeed (i.e. give up too easily) 
  73.7% 28 
They have the aspiration, but not the 
disposition (e.g. ‘don’t do mornings’) 
  68.4% 26 
They do not have the aspiration, but are 
very capable 
  63.2% 24 
Society will hold them back – i.e. they 
could achieve goals, but won’t get the 
chance 
  68.4% 26 
  
Key workers identify a range of characteristics preventing their clients from achieving better 
life outcomes.  Clearly a lack of resilience is thought to be significant, as indeed is a 
predisposition to succeed.  Again, however, key workers recognise that social factors – 
possibly those identified in the following question – are likely to impede their personal 
development. 
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6.  Which of the following would have the 
greatest positive impact for the youngsters 
you work with (tick all that apply)? 
      
  answered 
question 
38   
  skipped question 0   
    Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Gain employment or college placement   84.2% 32 
End association with peers who are a ‘bad’ 
influence 
  68.4% 26 
Improve their general behaviour towards 
others 
  42.1% 16 
End substance misuse   57.9% 22 
Develop independent living skills (e.g. 
budgeting, cooking skills, etc.) 
  57.9% 22 
Improve/repair relationships with 
parents/carers 
  68.4% 26 
  
The antidote to social exclusion, according to key workers, is for young people to gain 
employment or a college placement.  But modifying and improving relationships with peers 
and family is also important.  Response 31 also suggested that young people need to 
‘Develop self-esteem, accountability, and a can do attitude’. 
  
7.  Do you feel there are constraints that 
limit your effectiveness? 
      
  answered 
question 
38   
  skipped question 0   
    Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
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No   0.0% 0 
Yes – Heavy case/workload   31.6% 12 
Yes – Excessive bureaucracy   36.8% 14 
Yes – Lack of management support   15.8% 6 
Yes – Lack of resources (funding, personnel)   84.2% 32 
Yes – Lack of training   10.5% 4 
Yes – Legal/policy restrictions   15.8% 6 
Yes – Lack of collaborative working 
between agencies 
  52.6% 20 
  
All key workers believe their effectiveness to be limited in some manner or other.  Lack of 
resources is apparently responsible for this limitation, but other issues, surrounding 
collaboration with partner agencies, is also a impeding practitioner effectiveness.  
  
8.  Which of the following would have the 
greatest impact in terms of ending social 
exclusion (tick all that apply)? 
      
  answered 
question 
34   
  skipped question 4   
    Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Decriminalise drugs   17.6% 6 
Provide high quality, affordable, social 
housing 
  52.9% 18 
Provide benefits equal to an average UK 
wage (say £23k) 
  11.8% 4 
End welfare dependency for all but the very 
needy 
  47.1% 16 
Provide universal personalised 
training/apprenticeships 
  88.2% 30 
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Nothing will achieve such an outcome – 
there will always be social exclusion 
  23.5% 8 
  
The provision of personalised education programmes are thought by key workers to have 
the greatest impact on social exclusion.  But the provision of high quality social housing and 
stricter criteria for access to welfare resources, if these two things are not mutually 
exclusive, are considered to be important factors that might impact upon social exclusion. 
  
9.  Where do you feel responsibility and 
culpability mostly lies for the predicament of 
your clients (tick all that apply)? 
      
  answered 
question 
34   
  skipped question 4   
    Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Criminal justice system   17.6% 3 
Young people themselves   82.4% 14 
Society more generally   64.7% 11 
Parents   76.5% 13 
Education system   58.8% 10 
Other agencies   17.6% 3 
  
Although key workers recognise that problematic upbringings have had a negative impact 
upon young people, personal choices still play a major role in perpetuating social exclusion.  
That said, the data collected suggests key workers believe a range of other factors are also 
significant.  Indeed, Responded 12 pointed out ‘I think this is very specific to individuals and 
would more than likely be a combination of factors relating to the individuality of each 
young person needs and historic issues’. 
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6. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
 
This research project was prompted by the bemusement I felt at the failure of my own 
mentoring activity to alter the behaviour of young people I encountered when working in a 
challenging inner-city school.  You might recall, from the introductory chapter, that I had 
undertaken the youth mentoring role alongside my primary role in school – which initially 
involved managing a community learning centre.  It is this experience that has shaped the 
research questions and provided a starting point for the analysis and discussion.  
Fundamentally, I want to know if other professionals fare any better than I did and how 
young people respond in different contexts.  
  
It has also been important for me to make sense of the social issues that resulted in chaotic 
lifestyles and family relationships (as I saw them) that often spilled over into school life.  I 
often found, and still do find, a big disconnect between stated intentions (to abandon chaos, 
as I see it) and action (choosing to engage in chaotic behaviour, as I see it).  It is a dynamic I 
still do not fully understand, but interviews with participants and the exploration of various 
psycho-social theories in the literature has brought me closer identifying the issues, if 
nothing more. 
  
The action turn to this project, which the following analysis informs, involves identifying key 
issues for the development of mentoring as a form of social pedagogy.  And since the 
pursuit of equality and social justice are ‘paramount within a holistic process of inquiry and 
personal-professional development’ (Noffke & Somekh, 2005; p. 91), I can point to this 
research as I work with local government departments to devise a local youth mentoring 
strategy.  As such, this research will impact upon social policy, approaches to training and 
professional practice across a range of multi-agency settings. 
  
6.1  Analytic approach 
  
The formation of this analysis and discussion chapter has principally involved repeated visits 
to the field and a process of thematic data analysis, whereby text has been deconstructed, 
organised in into categories and broader themes, and subjected to a process of compare 
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and contrast at the category boundaries (Simons et al., 2008).  The resulting output has then 
been broadly related to key topics of discussions within the literature and presented in 
relation to the original research questions.  I have, therefore, aimed to bring about a 
convergence of ideas and arguments from the literature and data collected from 
participants.  It is a convergence that meets its full resolution in the concluding chapter. 
  
As is perhaps inevitable for such a project, I have collected and analysed a considerable 
amount of data.  However, it is only the most salient data, that which constitutes the most 
salient themes, which can be presented.  I have not, as previously explained, attempted to 
produce an exhaustive grounded theory of youth mentoring.  I have therefore had to decide 
what data is justified for inclusion in this chapter.  Those decisions have been driven by a 
need to effectively address the research questions, and also by what I felt I could reasonably 
defend under examination and during future encounters with colleagues from various 
disciplines, as Schiellerup (2008) suggests:  
the positionality of researchers and the social context in which they are undertaking 
research will influence what strikes them in the data, their decisions about what to 
include and what to omit, the kinds of stories to tell and not to tell (p. 163) 
  
The analysis I have presented illuminates key aspects of youth mentoring practice, as it 
occurs alongside a variety of professional roles.  Some of this illumination is entirely new, 
especially where it is linked to the field of social pedagogy.  But much, admittedly, reaffirms 
the work of earlier writers by providing substantiating evidence linked to a theoretical 
perspective – including, for example, Bourdieu’s conceptual triad of habitus, capital and 
field.   
  
6.2  To what extent can mentoring shape a young person’s identity and influence their 
behaviour? 
  
The analysis of the data has revealed a number of key themes indicating the extent to which 
key workers shape the identity of young people and thereby influence their behaviour.  For 
example, when considering the means by which ‘the mentor influences the child’ (Keller, 
2005; p. 184), the issue of raising critical consciousness quickly emerges in the data and, 
indeed, the literature.  Broadbent and Papadopoulos (2009), as an example, describe a 
mentoring model underpinned by Mezirow’s work – which itself is based on Freire’s 
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pedagogic approach for oppressed peoples – that ‘challenges young people to walk 
alongside their mentor, consider their previously uncritically assimilated assumptions, 
beliefs, values and perspectives, and question them so as they may become more open, 
permeable and better validated’ (pp. 319 – 320).  It is an aspect of mentoring that is 
reflected in the day to day experiences of key workers, who might be mentoring young 
people alongside their primary role, and indeed young people themselves: 
Most of the young people I work with are disadvantaged, cut out of society, often 
with very little understanding of what we perceive to be traditional norms and 
values.  So I see mentoring as playing quite a key role in helping them become more 
integrated and proactive members of society (Key Worker 3) 
  
I never realise how bad a situation is, until [key worker] says it to me.  She makes me 
analyse everything, she makes me realise why I’ve done things (Participant 6) 
  
The mentors’ attempt, or aspiration, to raise critical consciousness in this manner is a key 
aspect of the transformative learning that underpins Mezirow’s model (cf. Broadbent & 
Papadopoulos, 2009; p. 319).  But such practitioner attempts to stimulate change are mostly 
undertaken intuitively, although it is possible to find an explicit theory of change embedded 
in local provision designed for excluded youth: 
[Project x] has developed, and uses, many varying approaches to adjusting 
behaviours and attitudes whilst addressing specific educational and emotional needs 
of its clients. From confrontational and positive psychological frontier constructing to 
client–centred, soft counselling approaches, project x tailors each programme and 
sets implicit expectations and goals for each young person. The staff then work 
towards the objectives with the individual – always in real, understandable and 
relevant steps (Project-x, 2007; p. 10) 
  
The adoption of such theories of change challenges assertions made in the literature that 
mentoring is often weakly theorised and ambiguous in terms of policy and practice (cf. 
Colley, 2003; Crisp & Cruz, 2009), although the situation appears to be improving. 
  
Besides the attempt to raise critical consciousness, analysis of the data gathered from young 
people and key workers revealed other important approaches or issues concerned with 
influencing behaviour.  As discussed below, the dyadic supportive relationship appears to be 
governed by both implicit and explicit ‘rules of engagement’, which dictate the participant’s 
respective roles.  Other emerging issues include the importance of time patience to achieve 
significant outcomes – a factor that policy makers might find difficult to apprehend in their 
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search for ‘what works’.  Associated with this issue, key workers often discuss the 
problematic challenges associated with formal approaches to planning and managing 
behavioural change.  Finally, the data analysis associated with this research question 
revealed the subtle action that key workers undertake to facilitate social inclusion and 
thereby shape social identities. 
  
6.2.1  Rules of engagement 
  
The extent to which a mentoring relationship can shape values, beliefs and behaviours is 
limited by the level of engagement sustained by the parties.  While describing his approach 
to mentoring, Key Worker 2 is clear about role and expectations in this regard: 
They’re in control [the mentee] of the agenda and they’re in control of the speed of 
growth, or the speed of what we do. So at the beginning of the meeting I explain 
what we’re going to do and they are entirely in control – they have all the power, 
they are at any point able to stop the conversation, to ignore me completely and 
they have the power to get up and walk away. Everything is with them.  Now we 
agree that because when the questions come, and they’re challenging questions, the 
normal route that most young people take is to run away.  They don’t like it so they 
have to know in advance that they have the power to do so but if you take that and 
you do it too often, then there is no point in continuing the process...If you do not 
wish to participate in this, and wish to stomp off in a huff, and you’re wasting my 
time, then I will call an end to the process (Key Worker 2) 
  
There are a number of problematic issues to consider with this approach.  Firstly, the 
strategy advocated is likely to see a swift breakdown in the relationship if the mentee is 
disaffected or ambivalent.  In other words, Key Worker 2 is placing a burden on the mentee 
– since ‘everything is with them’ – that they may be unwilling or unable to shoulder, in the 
early stages at least.   
  
It is therefore ironic that the mentor might actually disempower and exclude an individual 
through the very attempt to engage and empower them.  As such, the potential mentee is 
clearly not afforded unconditional control of the agenda, the speed of growth, or the speed 
of what is done, because Key Worker 2 establishes two important conditions: 1) emotional 
control in the face of provocation and 2) effective use of time.  Both conditions are, of 
course, determined and imposed by Key Worker 2 and not negotiated with the mentee.  
Clearly, Key Worker 2’s belief that ‘everything is with them’ is mistaken.  But this issue is not 
unique to Key Worker 2 – take the following comment about goal setting: 
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Now goal setting doesn’t work for everyone, but it does work for the mentor.  It 
gives them [the mentor] a focus...something that is totally relevant and achievable 
that week.  So I think that goal setting does work, but it depends on the skills of the 
person doing the goal setting and the reviewing (Key Worker 4) 
  
We are left in little doubt about roles, expectations and the distribution of power between 
participants, since the relationship would be driven entirely by the mentor.  The mentor, in 
this example, either persuades or coerces the mentee to undertake action to achieve the 
goals that have been set in their best interests.  There appears to be a mismatch between 
well-meaning intentions (and these key workers do genuinely care) and the translation into 
actual practices, which has important implications for mentor training – especially when 
trying to engage those youngsters who are hostile to authoritarian figures.  However, other 
Key Workers are more sensitive to the journey a young person undertakes towards 
empowerment: 
it’s just such an enormous mess sometimes [the mentee’s life] and the young person 
can only cope with bits and pieces when they’re ready.  Ultimately, the success is 
when the mentee takes over the mentoring, where the mentee is starting to say, ‘I 
can do that’.  Perhaps initially the mentor is leading slightly more, because they have 
to, because all the young person can see is this jumbled up mess (Key Worker 3) 
  
The extent of the issues faced by some young people, as outlined by this key worker, should 
alert us to the fact that many other agencies might be involved with an individual.  
Consequently, those engaged in mentoring relationships need to be mindful of this issue, 
especially if the mentor’s well-meaning advice and guidance could undermine other 
attempts to deal with difficulties in the mentee’s life (cf. Philip & Spratt, 2007). 
  
6.2.2  Time and patience  
  
The extent to which mentoring, or any other form of social pedagogy, can shape behaviour 
is dependent on duration of contact time: ‘Participation in a social pedagogical situation 
requires time, and must require time’ (Fog, 2003; p. 37).  Indeed, Key worker 2 recognises 
the importance of this: 
I’ve been here for 10 years so I’ve been able to see children from the ages of say 7 
and now they’re 17, and I’ve been able to talk to them as an adult, outside the family 
situation, and influence them over a long period of time (Key Worker 2) 
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The extent to which mentoring can influence a young person is related to the intensity of 
the relationship and some youth related projects are specifically structured to establish just 
such a relationship: 
We are meeting the needs of this age group and that entails a great deal of nurturing 
and a great deal of care and personal involvement (Key Worker 4) 
  
Indeed, some participants have reported the extent of the care provided by their support 
workers, which has undoubtedly resulted in the acquisition of independent living skills, but 
apparently done little in changing their disposition: 
They made me change with things like my showers, laundry, cooking, my 
shopping...they’ve changed me a lot in that way.  But the only bit they’re trying to 
change now is getting me to meet new people and get a job (Participant 7)  
  
The young person goes on to explain that key workers have had little success in this regard 
and is unable to explain why he has not changed, when he clearly understands what is being 
asked of him.  Perhaps change is occurring, and the clarity of Participant 7’s understanding is 
an indication of the development of critical consciousness, as a precursor to changes in 
purposeful action.  Perhaps, therefore, we just need to be patient, as Key Worker 5 has 
become: 
There will just be hints that things are going the right way.  It can though take a long, 
long time.  We have some older people in their mid–twenties and they say to us 
about things we’ve helped them with, but maybe we weren’t even aware that we 
were helping them at that time, in that particular topic or subject, so we do get that 
in the long run....and we’ve known them for over 10 years and there’s normally a 
gap...they even disappear for a year or so, and they come back as young adults and 
explain what role we had.  So it is a very, very slow process (Key Worker 5)  
  
However, given such long timescales, it is difficult to causally link behavioural or 
dispositional changes which occurred due to the young person’s relationship with Key 
Worker 5.  We have to take on trust that the significance young people attribute to certain 
key worker relationships is warranted, especially where long gaps occur between 
interactions.   
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6.2.3  Structuring provision, measuring outcomes 
  
Assessing the extent to which mentoring influences a young person implies the possibility of 
designing a programme to produce objective outcomes measures.  However, key workers 
raise objections when discussing appropriate measure of effectiveness: 
How do you show what you’ve prevented happening? How do you show that that 
young person hasn’t gone to prison because of something you did?  We look for 
clear indications, like have they got a job, have they re-engaged in education, have 
they got qualifications, have they got somewhere to live.  We can look at those, and 
they are good clear signs, but they’re the structure upon which everything else will 
hang, and it’s the everything else that’s the difficult bit to measure (Key Worker 3) 
  
Similarly: 
this person has achieved by not actually doing something, [so] you can’t measure it.  
Their progress is that they actually haven’t gone out and shoplifted.  This week they 
haven’t gone out and got so drunk that they had to be taken to hospital.  They 
actually haven’t done anything, which is progress.  But measuring nothing is very 
difficult (Key Worker 5) 
  
Since key workers are essentially engaging young people in a process of primary 
socialisation, whereby:  
Primary socialisation refers mainly to early socialisation within the family, but can be 
extended to describe the influence on behaviour of any intimate relationship, such 
as that with a close neighbour or friend (O'Donnell, 1986; p. 83)  
  
And as such, the interaction is developing self-understanding by helping the youngster 
recognise other people and develop the skills necessary for useful interaction.  But 
measuring the progress of this socialisation process; i.e. the extent to which a young person 
recognises themselves as a constituent of others within a given socio-cultural frame, is 
problematic – especially if the young person is unwilling to submit to extensive and intrusive 
‘strengths and difficulties’ assessments  (cf. SDQ, 2011). 
 
The issues that key worker raise above are not dogmatic or self-serving objections; they are 
pragmatic issues about producing a meaningful statistic for policy makers who cannot see 
any obvious quantifiable outcomes.  Nevertheless, there exists tools designed for use with 
social intervention projects which apparently ‘measure the unmeasureable’ (Triangle-
Consulting, 2011; no page nos.).  But it remains unclear how any tool could accurately 
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report outcomes of the type described above; it is not without good reason that the 
unmeasureable is deemed unmeasureable.  Perhaps, as Levitas et al. (2007) suggest, a: 
Greater emphasis is needed on indicators of the quality of young people’s social 
relationships and transitions (for example, personal and familial relationships, social 
isolation and support, social participation, subjective well-being) (p. 46) 
  
If we assume, however, that we intend to measure the success of a mentoring intervention 
by setting performance targets and identifying outcome measures which are to be pursued 
by young people, we can expect other difficulties to arise: 
I can tell you what doesn’t work...tracking and monitoring outcomes, because 
they’re not bloody interested.  We use a system and it’s good for us, very good for 
us, but it doesn’t change their behaviour in the slightest (Key Worker 4) 
  
In other words, formal approaches to needs analysis, target setting and progress monitoring 
are useful for key workers.  Such devices serve to enhance practitioner accountability by 
creating an intervention audit trail, but young people tend not to voluntarily engage with 
them as a ‘tool’ for personal transformation.  As Key Worker 4 points out: ‘they’re not 
bloody interested’.  Such attitudes might arise because the devices are applied; a ‘done to’ 
process that seeks behavioural control before empowerment.  Other workers foresee 
similar difficulties if youth mentoring practices adopt a structured delivery model: 
I do have problems with defining it, putting a structure on it and putting outcomes 
on it because I think that then detracts from the real benefits of mentoring.  We 
don’t sit down and plan a life, a journey for our kids with identified outcomes...to 
make it too prescriptive, and that would be my fear...and the outcomes they want 
are their outcomes [public services], rather than what the mentee wants.  
Sometimes they coincide, but it can become something that’s inflicted on someone 
(Key Worker 3) 
  
It appears that when mentoring attempts supervisory control it is likely to be resisted by 
young people, since it will be recognised as technology of social power (Foucault, 1979) 
used to achieve service delivery outcomes.  And once the supervisory subtext is identified, 
the core of the mentoring relationship is dissolved: 
[Governments have motives]...If that motive is discovered by the young person, then 
you have just simply crossed off the opportunity to work on a much more basis of 
rapport and relationship (Key Worker 2) 
  
As such, informal work with young people gives the illusion of equality because conformity 
to programme or service structure is not required: 
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There’s a lack of obvious structure with our work.  It’s very much on an 
understanding between the two of us and other workers.  Whilst we obviously have 
structured policies, risk assessments etc, there’s a lot of flexibility built into those 
policies to allow us to adapt to the individual.  I feel that the more corporate, 
governmental structures, don’t deal with the individual to the same extent because 
they always have to fall back to [legislation] (Key Worker 5) 
  
The lesson for us to (re)learn, perhaps, is that attempts to structure the social world, 
beyond direct and obviously oppressive practices,  have a limited impact in stimulating 
desirable behaviours because, firstly, individuals do not strictly adhere to social formulas 
created by those in authority and, secondly, numerous other factors play a role in 
determining outcomes.  Indeed, attempts to develop scientific predictability have ‘...failed 
to help social scientists and critical theorists deploy the structures to anticipate or project 
future outcomes...structures do not necessarily control or determine behavior (sic)’ 
(Harcourt, 2007; p. 15-16).  So wherever possible, dissolve the structure, the pursuit of 
predetermined outcomes and methods, and emancipate the young person by allowing the 
mentoring relationships to flourish: 
I can’t honestly think of one case where it hasn’t worked...they’ve all made some 
progress.  They’re not forced to come here, it’s not like a court order.  The nice 
things about this place is that it has got this thing...the youngsters who come here 
want to be with the other youngsters who come here, so there’s a whole social 
network around it...I wouldn’t say that we’ve had an out and out failure (Key Worker 
6) 
  
And although Key Worker 6 is pessimistic when discussing the extent to which the broader 
social context can be changed, they recognise that, in the final reckoning, action for change 
must always come from the young person themselves: 
Their circumstance, that they live in, can’t be changed but they can change and try to 
grow above it and perhaps not repeat the pattern (Key Worker 6) 
  
The question then becomes, how well does a young person understand this dynamic and 
adopt strategies that lead to better life outcomes.  Key workers are optimistic that young 
people can change, since no one who responded to the questionnaire felt that ‘These 
youngsters will never change’.  However, there is no doubt as to the scale of the challenge 
when faced with simple ambitions and strong peer influences: 
I was just always easily influenced.  And all I ever wanted to be was drunk 
(Participant 6) 
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Indeed, it is important to recognise a hidden dynamic embedded within this explanatory 
statement representing the ‘how’ and the ‘why’ at the root of the problematic behaviour.  
So although we might be tempted to accept that ‘Teenagers are pack animals by nature and 
are far less independant (sic) in their thinking’ (Questionnaire Respondent 4), it is important 
to recognise that Participant 6 voluntarily succumbed to the influence of peers and is very 
capable of rejecting the influence of those who espouse values and norms not aligned with 
her own.  The degree to which social behaviour is therefore ‘natural’ must be open to 
question, especially as some young people also reject peer influences: 
I lost interest in going out because I realised that I’d involved myself with a bad 
group of people (Participant 1) 
  
6.2.4  Shaping the social self 
  
Within the literature review, I argued that social interaction and intersubjectivity were 
important aspects of self-development and autonomy (Benjamin, 1990; McLaughlin, 2006).  
So when Participant 3 talks about playing rugby again for a local club, he finds it boosts his 
confidence and clearly attributes this change to the role he takes within the team: 
I lost all my confidence as well, but rugby is bringing it back up again...I’m in a team 
and you’ve got to be confident with the ball (Participant 3) 
  
Confidence is not arguably boosted simply by a desire to perform his rugby skills well, but is 
intrinsically linked to the performance of a role within the execution of the game.  The 
effective performance of this role is driven by an expectation from his team mates that he 
will make a purposeful contribution to the objectives collectively sought; to win the game.  
Moreover, the required contribution is authentic within the context of this particular social 
setting.  It is an interactive process that Rogoff, cited by Fog (2003; p. 34), describes as 
appropriation: ‘Appropriation occurs in the context of engagement (often with others) in a 
sociocultural activity, but focuses on the personal processes of transformation that are part 
of an individual’s participation’.  So, as Bell (1976; p. 19) points out, within the modern 
consciousness there is a self ‘and the concern of this self is with its individual authenticity, 
its unique, irreducible character’.  It is therefore an authentic self which is arguably realised 
in and through this activity.  Put simply:  
To belong to a club [a rugby club, in this case] is to share a common identity with 
others, even though individuals play different roles within the club...The individual's 
behaviour is regulated in terms of the opinions and attitudes the individual assumes 
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others hold.  In this way, self-control and social control become aspects of the same 
process (O'Donnell, 1986; p. 86) 
 
We also see with Participant 3 a situation where a friend is helping him to participate with 
this social activity – it is an example where a supportive relationship, which is the essence of 
mentoring (Colley, 2003), is facilitating social integration.  Participant 3 recognises the 
limitations of his social skills and confidence and so leans on his friend for emotional 
support: 
they’re really nice to me [fellow members of the rugby team] and that and they all 
talk to me, but I’m just not the best at conversations...my friend plays as well, so I’m 
always sticking with him...and I’ll only go [for a team break] if my friend goes.  It’s 
bad that isn’t it?...[long pause] I will go... 
  
The support provided by the friend is, arguably, mentoring at its best.  The friend, in this 
case, is the resource facilitating a change (Pawson et al., 2004) since this young person is 
unlikely to join the trip away without the friend’s participation.  As such, the friend is 
literally helping to rework a ‘self-produced narrative identity’ (Davis, 2007; p. 207) – an 
identity that currently insists ‘I’m not the best at conversations’ – that is clearly limiting for 
him.  Indeed, Participant 3 recognises his reliance on his friend and believes it to be ‘bad’; 
that a fully autonomous and independent existence would be preferable, and presumably, 
empowering.   
  
As Forbes (2008) points out, our identities are inherently fragmented and therefore engaged 
in a process of perpetual construction and reconstruction through the continuous revision 
of a biographical narrative.  And the pause preceding ‘I will go’ betrays both an uncertainty 
that the friend will have to work hard to overcome, and a revision of self-identity in 
progress, where Participant 3 appears to assess the implications for his own narrative, 
should he agree to attend the event.  Despite the positive signs caution is however advisable 
since a reworking of habitual behaviours, those which arise in response to, and are 
composed of, the social field, is difficult since ‘the task of altering habitus is simply 
unfeasible in many cases, and certainly not to a set timetable’ (Colley cited by Pawson et al., 
2004; p. 19). 
 
It is also worth briefly noting that the mentor is, in this case, an elder friend as opposed to a 
professional.  The friend is able to assist in an aspect of Participant 3’s life that someone in a 
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professional role would perhaps find difficult to emulate; not least because of the 
perception, and suspicion, of others at the prospect of meeting a ‘client’ outside of the 
service delivery context.  For many professionals, such contact would be unthinkable, but as 
discussed later, not all Key Workers find it problematic. 
  
6.3  What approaches to influencing behaviour are adopted by key workers working with 
young people? 
  
As mentoring can occur ‘naturally’ in a variety of social settings (Miller, 2002), it is helpful to 
begin by establishing whether key workers believe that mentoring, even if not recognised as 
such, occurs alongside their primary professional role.  Broadly speaking, key workers are 
emphatic in confirming that this is indeed so:  
mentoring...as a secondary activity...I’d absolutely go along with that (Key Worker 3) 
 
It’s enmeshed, totally enmeshed.  You can’t go through a conversation, if you’re 
doing this work right, without doing mentoring (Key Worker 4) 
  
Very much so and I’d say it follows two patterns.  One is pro-social modelling...the 
other is more direct intervention mentoring (Key Worker 5) 
  
However, the word support is often used as a euphemism for mentoring, as it is perceived 
to be more palatable to young people.  It is therefore a little ironic that the approach 
required to build trust with a young person requires a degree of subterfuge: 
If you say to a young person ‘I’m going to mentor you’, they’ll be off down that road 
like a shot.  And I don’t think it’s being devious at all. I think what you are doing is 
offering a supportive relationship with that young person and with every relationship 
we would both have different things we want out of that relationship.  I think it 
would be wrong to be deliberately devious...you’re trying to build up a trustful, 
empathetic relationship, so how am I going to trust somebody who has a pre-
determined format for our relationship? (Key Worker 3) 
  
Having confirmed that mentoring does occur alongside a variety of primary professional 
roles, it is useful to present a brief typology of approaches and activities adopted by key 
workers.   Broadly speaking then, key workers attempt to influence the behaviour of young 
people by: 
  
 Engaging in a common activity – referred to as a common third in social 
pedagogy literature, this activity acts as a vehicle to build a relationship 
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which typically ranges from challenging antisocial behaviour to supporting 
action for social integration 
 Going beyond the call of duty – key workers will often work outside 
contractual hours, and professional remit, to sustain engagement and 
provide dedicated support to young people experiencing social difficulties 
 Providing ‘insider’ advice and guidance – key workers will act as an advocate 
for young people struggling to achieve their goals.  Such guidance might 
involve negotiating the benefits system, securing employment or training 
opportunities or addressing child care issues 
 Creating opportunities for personal development – key workers connect 
young people to employment and voluntary opportunities – activities which 
help to build a self-esteem and a new social identity 
  
Various aspects of this typology are discussed in further detail below, but also emerge 
throughout this chapter. 
  
6.3.1  The common third 
  
It is first important to recognise that simply arranging for a matched pair to meet on a 
regular basis is problematic, in terms of stimulating change at least: 
I think very rarely does it work to sit down with a young person, and look at them 
very intensely, and say ‘right we’re here to sort your life out, how are we going to 
get there?’...as a primary activity, it really is doomed to fail here because it’s too 
intense to sit down in front of somebody and say ‘I’m here to mentor you’, they’ll 
just go (Key Worker 3) 
  
As such, the importance of the Common Third – a shared situation or activity around which 
the relationship can develop (cf. Paget et al., 2007) becomes critically important, as Liang et 
al. (2008) also note: ‘Youth in all three groups [studied] described the mentoring support 
they received as occurring within the context of, or in some cases being enhanced by, 
shared fun activities’ (p. 174). 
 
And since such common ground has already been established through the primary key 
worker role, a rationale for sustained contact exists and the mentoring relationship can, and 
often does, begin in earnest.  Moreover, where those primary activities do not exist to 
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provide the context for the mentoring relationship to develop, they need to be 
manufactured: 
So what we’re always looking for, is to create those primary activities which allow 
the secondary activities [mentoring] to continue  (Key Worker 3) 
  
Of course, volunteer mentors could be utilised in such a fabricated scenario, but since the 
rationale for contact with the mentor could be perceived differently than the rationale for 
contact with a key worker, the relationship is structurally fragile (cf. Pawson et al., 2004).  
There is some doubt therefore as to the potential success of programmes which rely on 
volunteer mentors: 
My experience here has been that it [mentoring] doesn’t work very well with 
volunteers, and that’s purely and simply because they haven’t got that primary 
activity... I’m not saying volunteers couldn’t do it, and I’m certainly not diminishing 
their skills or abilities, but we would have to create another primary activity.  I often 
say to volunteers, that you need to be here making the tea, to be having those chats, 
to be doing something with the young person (Key Worker 3) 
  
This key worker raises an important point about the sustainability of the mentoring dyad; 
that an informal relationship with a youngster is thought to be unsustainable by a volunteer.  
And although a matter of conjecture, one might wonder whether the key worker’s 
immediate defence of this assertion is designed to offset thoughts of protectionism – that 
the key worker is concerned about volunteers undertaking a role done by a paid 
professional and that their proper place lies within the realm of hospitality.  That said, there 
is merit in the key worker’s observation, else the need for a ‘common third’ would not be so 
prominent within the social pedagogy literature. 
  
Assuming, therefore, that key workers have a firm foundation from which to begin 
mentoring, there is the question of how the secondary activity can be aligned with their 
primary role.  In order to gain an insight into this issue, consider Boddy & Stratham’s (2009) 
broad differentiation of the social worker role from that of a European style social 
pedagogue: the social worker is concerned with assessment, care planning, co-ordinating 
and sustaining statutory responsibilities, whereas the pedagogue is ‘likely to be engaged in 
direct day-to-day work with children and families.  They provided intervention and support 
that focused on working with relationships and the everyday worlds of the clients’ (p. 7).  
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So, for example, the involvement of Key Worker 2 in the concerns of day-to-day living would 
constitute social pedagogy: 
Myself and two ladies who knew this young lady worked with her to get her into 
good accommodation where we actually went in with her [to the flat] and talked to 
the landlord and made sure she was safe.  We worked with her on things like 
budgets, food, cooking, hygiene. Then, because she had no one....her mum had said 
get lost, she had nobody to talk to or sort things like parental permission to do things 
at school, or medical emergency type of things.  So with mother’s agreement, I 
became for her the medical emergency contact.  I became for her the person who, in 
academic tutoring, would go along in place of the parent, so the school will talk to 
me directly (Key Worker 2)  
  
In other words, a pedagogue would provide emotional care while a social worker would 
perform a more prescribed statutory role.  In the UK social workers are expected to 
undertake both functions, which causes considerable frustration because bureaucracy 
reportedly dominates the role (cf. DCSF, 2007c).  We might therefore wonder if the caring 
dimension of many public and third sector roles has been displaced (intentionally perhaps, 
to enhance status?) in a similar manner by the technical-rational demands of increasingly 
corporatized, and objectifying, service provision.  It is telling that, as with social workers, 
most professionals see contact work with their clients as the most effective way to achieve 
service delivery outcomes.  Take, for example, the following private email sent to me by a 
public sector training manager: 
looking at the [key worker] role from a mentoring view is primarily what we are 
about.  Helping others to achieve their potential and address issues by encouraging, 
constructively criticising, explaining, listening and guiding. Where this works the best 
is where the young person has a good relationship with their key worker...[this is 
someone] that offers professional extra support and is looked at as a positive adult 
role model (private email, May 2011 – reproduced with permission) 
  
There is, then, a tension between: 
 the statutory function of a service 
 the manner in which the various roles required to achieve that function are 
defined, and  
 the realm in which lasting change often occurs – supportive and less formal 
relationships  
  
This mysterious realm, defined by continental Europeans as social pedagogy, is arguably 
described as mentoring in the UK, perhaps because of the lack of a more concise term.  
128 
 
Indeed, a key contention emerging from this research is that these two concepts are largely 
analogous with, but unrecognised by, each other.  And, moreover, both fields would 
mutually benefit from integration; social pedagogy would gain a practical dimension across 
professional settings and mentoring would gain a theoretical foundation.  It is of value then 
to differentiate, albeit rather crudely, the characteristics of a practitioner primary role from 
that of the pedagogic/mentoring aspect: 
Table 4.  Primary role versus mentoring  
  
Primary role Social pedagogy (mentoring) 
Values neutral (non–judgemental) Values led (towards social norms) 
Reactive (referral, compulsion) Proactive (voluntary, towards integration) 
Production / process / efficiency People, understanding 
Rational / technical (competence) Emotional (caring) 
Deterministic / stability  Creative / risky (needs led) 
Quantitative (objective measures) Qualitative (intrinsic value) 
Evolution (planned) Innovation  
Behaviourist (reductionist) Humanist (holistic) 
  
As social pedagogy, of which mentoring is arguably an example, occurs informally across 
professional contexts, and since it is possible to identify how it fits alongside a generic 
primary role, it seems appropriate to elaborate and develop pedagogic practices across 
professions: ‘The model being espoused on multi-agency working suggests that all roles 
should develop a pedagogic perspective rather than introducing a separate role of 
‘pedagogue’’ (Education Bradford Psychology Team, cited by Paget et al., 2007; p. 20).  
However, there is concern from key workers that developing a pedagogic perspective will 
jeopardise the very relationships that social pedagogy looks to establish and develop.  
Concerns include: 
Putting a label on it, putting training around it, putting an actual plan around it.  All 
the stuff that I don’t necessarily [agree with]...why take away the magic by calling it 
something? (Key Worker 4) 
  
My fear would be that mentoring becomes a tick box process...that you make it so 
formulaic that you’re looking for results, a pre-determined result.  It would be a 
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great shame because often the results aren’t the ones you expected.  And you may 
not know what those results are for a long, long time (Key Worker 3) 
  
[a] misgiving is when an organisation has an agenda they wish to fulfil, and this 
[mentoring] is part of fulfilling that agenda, that’s a tick box mentality (Key Worker 
2) 
  
These comments pose a particular dilemma since this inquiry could serve to develop the 
very processes and approaches that key workers have expressed concerns about.  The 
dilemma extends, indeed, beyond the pragmatic and into the ideological since I bemoaned 
in the literature survey the over-extension of strategic action into the lifeworld – as I explain 
further below.  At the root of the key workers’ concern is the disempowerment of the 
practitioner to act in the best interests of young people experiencing complex social issues, 
coupled with a potential dissolution of the relationship which might occur once the young 
person recognises the loss of their decision making autonomy through the application of a 
technical-rational process (cf. Rosenthal, 2005; p. 250). 
  
However, this inquiry has served to highlight this pedagogic perspective, in the guise of 
mentoring, across professional settings.  It might be a perspective driven by intuition rather 
than explicit theory, but this issue would be largely resolved if youth mentoring, as it is 
described by key workers, eventually morphed into social pedagogy.  It terms of the specific 
concerns of key workers, the development of a social pedagogic perspective needs to be 
sensitive to these real and valid concerns.  In other words, development of social pedagogy 
should not be impeded due to these concerns, as this would be akin to ‘throwing out the 
baby with the bathwater’, but they should remain prominent as pedagogic practices 
develop.  
  
6.3.2  Engagement activities 
  
When considering the approaches adopted by key workers to influence the behaviour of 
young people, numerous mechanisms, or vehicles, for engagement emerge.  Engagement 
activities constitute social pedagogy’s common third; situations and activities that key 
workers might organise or construct: 
We run clubs, we run events, we run trips (Key Worker 2) 
  
130 
 
However, it is important to realise that the activities themselves, though often highly valued 
by youngsters, are not necessarily mechanisms for triggering permanent behavioural 
change.  For example, Participant 6 describes an outdoor activities placement:    
I went to this place, like a brat camp.  You had to live in tents on the moors and we’d 
have to cook our food on little triangles and we’d have to drive up on to mountains 
and go on mountain walks and rock climbing...when I look back now it was the best 
time of my life...The staff there were amazing, I had just the best relationship with 
them.  I think it was the longest placement I had. I was there for about 8 or 9 months 
(Participant 6) 
  
Although Participant 6 clearly enjoyed the placement, when asked whether it had impacted 
upon her problematic behaviour, she replied: 
No.  It did when I was there, but when I came back...and I remember this...five nights 
I stayed in for and then I was allowed out for someone’s birthday until like 10pm.  
And I went out and didn’t go home.  I got picked up by the police and brought 
straight to the secure unit (Participant 6) 
  
So although her behaviour was altered while participating on the intervention project, her 
habitus quickly realigned to the old social field upon her return.  The ‘amazing’ relationships 
with staff on the project could only influence her behaviour while she was participating on 
the project and, it would seem, quickly eroded upon her return. 
  
6.3.3  Cultural hegemony in action 
  
Although direct interventions are one particularly overt method of attempting to trigger 
behavioural change, mentors also carry values and beliefs that can unobtrusively transmit 
values and norms to socially excluded young people. 
 
And within the literature survey, concern over extending strategic action into the lifeworld 
(cf. Fairclough, 2003; McGowan et al., 2009) became apparent with the danger that the 
‘psychoanalytic theory of socialization and the analysis of the ‘totally administered society’ 
combine to checkmate all the remaining hopes of social emancipation’ (Piccone cited by 
McLaughlin, 2006; p. 90).   
 
As can be seen from the analysis to follow, mentoring sometimes becomes a supervisory 
mechanism of social control, designed to ensure that problematic individuals conform to 
rational and moral norms (cf. Morris, 2009).  Within the data collected, there are examples 
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where mentors articulate a moral standpoint that informs their subsequent work with the 
mentee, as Key Worker 5 explains: 
if you were completely non-judgemental you’d be completely in agreement with 
how they are behaving (Key Worker 5) 
  
And while discussing the implications for his mentee, a young woman entering into a 
relationship with a much older man, Key worker 2 offered very direct advice: 
I was blunt with her, almost like a father...if you’re going to do this, you need to have 
birth control, you need to sort this out.  She cannot be trusted to take birth control 
pills because her life is a little bit chaotic, so we went down the route of do you need 
an implant or was she able to take birth control pills.  We actually agreed in the end, 
her choice, that birth control pills were the way forward for her (Key worker 2) 
  
As such, the viewpoint of the mentor is determining the behaviour of the mentee since Key 
Worker 2 argues that: 
Pregnancy for her [would be] a disaster, she would probably have ended up going for 
an abortion.  That’s the worst route for me (Key Worker 2) 
  
As such, her choice, as Key Worker 2 puts it, does not include possibilities that the mentor 
finds morally abhorrent.  There is no space, it would appear, for the two of them to discuss 
the potential benefits of pregnancy.  And it is entirely possible that her social circumstances, 
in terms of her relationship with significant others, benefit payments and housing provision, 
would be greatly improved by having a baby.  By imposing his moral standpoint, the mentor 
therefore misses an important pedagogic opportunity to empower the young person to 
make a fully informed choice.  Perhaps Key Worker 2 is concerned that his mentee will come 
to share the outlook held by Participant 1, who is 18, single, intermittently homeless and 
pregnant:   
The positives towards this [pregnancy], it will give me something to channel myself 
into, give me a bit of responsibility in my life, grow up a little bit and focus myself on 
something.  Maybe if this hadn’t have happened, I’d still have been arguing with my 
mum, or not having a good relationship with people, or wouldn’t have found out 
who my real friends are (Participant 1) 
  
But as a strategy to optimise social circumstances, getting pregnant does not hold much 
appeal to mainstream values, as Key worker 2 makes abundantly clear.  It is therefore ironic 
that Key Worker 2 does not recognise how his values – the discourses and social practices of 
the dominant social group – seeks to discipline and ‘renorm’ the deviant mind (cf. Gee, 
2005; p. 68) and thereby profoundly shape the support he provides for his mentee: 
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At the end of it, I had to take an honest appraisal of the situation and deal with the 
reality and not with my theoretical moral standards (Key Worker 2) 
  
This should not be taken, however, as a criticism of Key Worker 2.  Indeed, this mentor is to 
be commended for openly discussing difficult relationship issues and the potential for 
pregnancy since ‘many professionals working with young people lack the competence and 
confidence to discuss relationship issues with young people’ (Paget et al., 2007; p. 35). 
  
In a further example of cultural hegemony used to influence problematic youngsters, Key 
Worker 6 occasionally acts as an advocate for young people accessing an array of social 
services to ensure entitlements are properly met: 
we get a lot of issues with [agencies] where young people get fobbed off...and I do 
think it’s an age thing because they don’t know their rights...people are quite vague 
with them...and different rules apply one day and different rules another (Key 
Worker 1) 
  
But there is a limit to how much support a client can expect: 
I have had people coming in and in and in and every time they say the same thing ‘I 
need some money for this, I need some money for that’.  No you can’t.  I know 
where his money is going and...I believe he needs support but I don’t believe that 
public money should be wasted.  He asked me if he could go to [agency x] again and I 
said no you can’t, it’s for people who really need that money, it’s not for people 
who’ve spent it like yourself...and spent it again.  And I tell him straight and he 
doesn’t knock at the door every five minutes because I’m like that with him (Key 
Worker 1) 
  
As such, key workers are shaping identities to fit with societal norms and, unlike the 
example given above, sometimes need to employ unobtrusive methods to achieve this aim: 
initially if you get a young person who is exceptionally challenging in their negative 
attitudes, say, initially you would start by engaging the young person, by appearing 
to agree with their views and gradually moving that along to challenge their outlook 
and eventually refuting their outlook, but it’s a long, long process (Key Worker 5) 
  
at the age of 14 when we start trying to do more relational activities, but that 
activity has an underlying motive, for my purposes.  So we might go to do outdoor 
pursuits type of things, and that’s fun and exciting, it’s energetic.  On the surface 
that’s got a big learning circle behind it, but the underpinning is looking at behaviour, 
‘why did you do that when this person said this, and you reacted like that?.  Why do 
you think that was?’ (Key Worker 2) 
  
It is worth noting that ‘for my purposes’, refers to something much broader than stimulating 
reflective dialogue with the youngster.  The key worker’s purpose is related to his specific 
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role and his organisation’s remit.  Mentoring is ultimately used, alongside other devices, as a 
vehicle for broader strategic, and perfectly legitimate, aims.  
 
6.4  What specific practices are deemed to have the greatest impact in terms of 
stimulating change?  
  
Before attempting to identify practices that might lead to a significant impact upon a 
youngster, it is important to recognise the difficulties associated with attributing an 
outcome to a specific action, intervention or educational programme.  And although 
numerous writers have discussed the difficulties of assessing the impact of mentoring 
(Clayden & Stein, 2005; Newburn & Shiner, 2006; Philip & Spratt, 2007; Broadbent & 
Papadopoulos, 2009), Key Workers also recognise the challenge: 
How do you show what you’ve prevented happening? How do you show that that 
young person hasn’t gone to prison because of something you did?  We look for 
clear indications, like have they got a job, have they re-engaged in education, have 
they got qualifications, have they got somewhere to live.  We can look at those, and 
they are good clear signs, but they’re the structure upon which everything else will 
hang, and it’s the everything else that’s the difficult bit to measure (Key Worker 3) 
  
As such, there is always going to be difficulty in determining the extent to which any specific 
mentoring practice has had an impact.  And, moreover, it is notoriously difficult to establish 
a causal relationship between a particular intervention and a specific outcome, given the 
vast number of mediating factors that are also at play within an individual’s lifeworld (Keller, 
2005).  But where a key worker believes change is happening, the extent of the impact 
might not be immediately obvious to a casual observer:  
In the first 18 months you’ll get hints of change.  And those hints are going to be, ‘I 
expected that young person to kick off in that situation [but] they didn’t, and in fact, 
they controlled themselves’.  Or taking it to a more base level, you’ll start seeing 
‘please’ and ‘thank you’ used, you’ll see politeness.  You’ll perhaps accompany them 
in a large shop and they won’t shoplift.  These are very small hints that change is 
happening, but you can’t write down ‘we went shopping and this person didn’t 
shoplift today’ because there’s an expectation that you shouldn’t do that anyway.  
But the very fact that every time you went in before they came back with bulging 
pockets, so it’s progress (Key Worker 5) 
  
Given that these changes are attitudinal (i.e. ‘It’s not okay to shoplift after all’) and 
dispositional (i.e. ‘so I won’t shoplift today’), it is problematical to link them back to a 
specific action.  It is not as though the key worker has followed a structured intervention 
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formula: 1) Issue with shoplifting is observed with particular individuals, therefore 2) Devise 
and deliver an workshop to raise awareness of the consequences of shoplifting and 3) 
Measure, in terms of quantity of items stolen, impact of the intervention on subsequent 
trips to the shop 4) Observe trends over time, and reinforce message if necessary, until 
problem resolved.  And although this formulaic approach is pedagogic in nature, any 
attempted to initiate such an intervention is likely to see the young people abstain if 
attendance is voluntary, or abandon the key worker if made compulsory.  
  
Change occurs because the key worker is modelling desirable, according to mainstream 
norms at least, pro-social behaviour and the youngster is emulating that behaviour.  Again, 
the key worker is not recording, or conscious of, the moments of pro-social modelling, e.g. ‘I 
took youngster x to the shops today and made a point of how I do not shoplift, in order to 
set a good example’.  Transmission of the desirable social norms occurs within the context 
of the event, as Worthman (2008) suggests: ‘contexts cannot be reduced beyond the 
interaction that takes place in them, for it is in that interaction that...identities are shaped, 
and indeed, that identities help define the nature of interaction’ (p. 445).  In other words, it 
is social constructionism in action; a pattern of social interaction that defies behaviourist 
reductionism because it is contingent upon the unique subjectivity of the participants.  It is 
therefore possible to describe the pattern of interaction, particular features derived from 
the context, but it is impossible to produce an exact algorithm for other similar situations in 
order to replicate the outcomes achieved. 
  
As such, we see patterns of interaction and contextual features which indicate possibilities 
for stimulating a change in values, beliefs and behaviours of socially excluded youth who 
participate in a mentoring relationship.  I am aware, however, that I have focussed heavily 
upon the ‘need for individual change through improved personal skills and integration into 
the workforce rather than considering the processes of institutional and structural 
disadvantage’ (Ward, 2009; p. 241).  And while I recognise that structural disadvantages are 
important, opportunities for overcoming social exclusion are more likely to arise sooner 
where personal agency is involved. 
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6.4.1  Relationships and rapport 
  
As this research question seeks to understand which practices are adopted by key workers 
to facilitate behavioural and dispositional change, it is useful to consider first the dynamics 
of the dyadic relationship between mentor and mentee. 
 
Since the importance of establishing a supportive dyadic relationship is ubiquitous within 
the mentoring literature (cf. Colley, 2003; Pawson et al., 2004; Clayden & Stein, 2005; Crisp 
& Cruz, 2009), it is not surprising to find a similar view echoed by key workers.  For example, 
Key Worker 2 works to build rapport with young people, which Silverman (2006) defines as 
the attempt to see the world from the other’s viewpoint: 
One young girl, now 18, who has always been able to talk to me, we developed a 
close relationship...but I’m a bit uncomfortable with the word relationship, but I 
recently heard a better word [during mentoring training] rapport – we always had a 
good rapport (Key Worker 2) 
  
And since mentoring has the potential to significantly impact upon the ‘emotional, academic 
and social development’ (Goldner & Mayseless, 2008a; p. 1) of young people, it is of interest 
to note Key Worker 2’s discomfort with the word relationship to describe his interaction 
with young women.  There is clearly potential within such a close, personal, settings for the 
emergence of emotional dependency and inappropriate feelings during the mentoring 
sessions:  ‘While closeness, trust and intimacy can promote better protégé functioning, the 
protégé ‘ need for excessive closeness may become an obstacle to mentoring success’ (ibid.; 
p. 1). 
  
Furthermore, the involvement of adults, other than parents, in the lives of children is often 
viewed with ‘suspicion and discomfort’ (Rhodes & Lowe, 2008; p. 10) and, as Philip & Spratt 
(2007) point out, ‘safeguards are required, as are limits to the [mentoring] relationship (p. 
50).  But the precise point at which those boundaries come into force varies across key 
workers.  Indeed, evidence has been collected during this research process which confirms 
that professional boundaries have been breached on occasion by key workers, and 
disciplinary action followed as a result (readers should note that no disclosures were made 
during the research that had not already been dealt with appropriately).  It is too 
problematical to describe the circumstances surrounding specific examples, but suffice to 
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say that key workers believed they were acting in the best interests of the youngster, even 
though they were compromised in the process. 
  
As such, it is a surprise that the academic literature appears not to directly address, in any 
substantial manner at least, safeguarding issues surrounding the mentoring process.  It is 
certainly advisable, as Ramani et al. (2006) argue, to establish boundaries with mentees and 
refer troubling disclosures to relevant agencies.  However, the potential for ‘misuse of 
power (e.g. exploitation), inappropriate boundaries, (e.g. breaching confidentiality, 
improper disclosures), and communication breakdowns (Rhodes & Lowe, 2008; p. 12) 
remains significant, especially when a young person values a mentor who is ‘good at 
keeping secrets’ (Liang et al., 2008; p. 174). The challenge comes, perhaps, by the need to 
balance professional boundaries on the one hand and the need to build rapport on the 
other.  Staff are, indeed, sometimes recruited on the basis of their ability to establish a 
strong relationship with young people: 
The people that we select have to build instant rapport to do the work they do 
because we haven’t got the opportunity for long term [interaction]. You’ve got to be 
able to look in that [young] person’s eye and find something, and when you’ve seen 
it, get on it...it’s the basics of rapport building isn’t it, finding that mutual interest 
(Key Worker 4) 
  
And perhaps during this relationship building process, the line between befriending and the 
professional role becomes blurred:   
We don’t hold back on the distinction between our time and their time.  They have 
our numbers, they can ring us in the evening.  I’ll be out with them on a Sunday...if 
I’m out anyway, and I like being with them, it’s not work, so they might as well come 
along. And they tell you stuff when you’re not working, and they don’t know 
whether I’m working, or not, it’s all the same (Key Worker 6) 
  
Any discomfort, of the kind described above by Rhodes & Lowe (2008), felt when reading 
this from Key Worker 6 has to be tempered by an understanding that it often requires 
exceptional people to sustain a relationship with youngsters who have experienced 
significant social difficulties: 
they’ve [young people] become disengaged at some stage in their lives for a variety 
of reasons.  That’s often is because there hasn’t been a sound base at home, so 
they’ve missed out on a lot of...socialisation.  They may well have been disengaged 
from education for various reasons.  Often the peer group they’re part of is very 
much marginalised and so there can be a lot of factors that push them out (Key 
Worker 3) 
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Take, for example, the story of Participant 5: 
I [aged 17] went to college for 6 months and then quit my course because I couldn’t 
do it and I didn’t like it.  I hated it.  I then went on holiday and met a lad and within 
two weeks I’d moved in with him.  I just packed up my bags one day and left, I didn’t 
leave a note or anything.  We lived in [town] for 3 months then we moved to [city] 
because he got a job.  I was pregnant, I’d just been diagnosed with epilepsy, and 
then he gets up one morning and decides he doesn’t want me or the baby and kicks 
me out.  So I move back home and two weeks later I give birth to a little girl.  A week 
later she passes away…and then…I didn’t do anything after that, I wasn’t working 
and that’s when the depression kicked in (Participant 5) 
  
Given such problematic circumstances, we should not be surprised when Key Workers go to 
exceptional lengths to provide the support required: 
 with [client x] I was phoned up at 11 at night and I went running down to [his flat] 
because I thought he’d self-harmed...I know we can’t do that, I know, but when 
you’ve been working with somebody more or less everyday...and then you get [a 
call] I feel.....If I hadn’t have reacted, I think he would have self–harmed (Key Worker 
1) 
  
And young people acknowledge and appreciate the lengths that key workers go to support 
them: 
I don’t think I had anyone until I was about 14.  He [key worker] was like my rock for 
about five years.  He was one person who made a difference in my life (Participant 6) 
  
[key worker] listened to what I had to say and spent time with me.  But...she 
understood because...her mum was like my mum, had bipolar, so she understood a 
bit, and she spoke to me.  And my tutors at college gave me a second chance when 
they didn’t have to.  When I went to join college I was on an ASBO, so it’s not a very 
good first impression is it...you’re in care and on an ASBO, but they gave me a 
chance...and when I got sent to court, they came and supported me (Participant 3) 
  
But the supportive relationship often involves a degree of challenge and the mentoring role 
appears to alternate between two diametric opposites.  On the one hand there is a soft and 
gentle approach, and on the other there is a hard and directive approach, characterised as 
‘good cop, bad cop’: 
we do also manage [relationships] in such a way that we can do good cop, bad cop 
routines and will take different roles in that.  But equally, it’s never a prescribed role 
and it’s never presented as always I’m the bad cop, or [others] are the good cop, it’s 
very, very flexible (Key Worker 5) 
  
So one person will be the directive and one person will be the person that can share 
the emotion that comes out after.  And somebody else can be...it’s like bad cop, 
138 
 
good cop, or mum and gran.  So actually, thinking about it, we divvy out mentoring 
roles without realising what we’re doing (Key Worker 4) 
  
Key workers are clearly using a range of engagement strategies and tactics to establish 
relationships with young people; relationships which then become a vehicle for altering 
values, beliefs and behaviours.  But these relationships are embedded in a sociological 
learning environment created by the key workers, especially so where the key workers 
above are concerned since they both work within specialised provision for young people 
with complex needs. 
  
And although professional roles would be enriched by developing a pedagogic perspective, 
caution is required because caring key workers cannot always establish the dialogue they 
would like with young people:  
I can talk about everything now, but back then I didn’t talk to no one about 
nothing...[I would say] I’m not seeing one of them [psychologist], I’m not a psycho, 
I’m not mental.  And she used to sit there and try and talk to me, and I’d be like fuck 
off, get away, I don’t like you, so she’d leave, you know.  But every single week she 
came at the same time, put up with my shit (Participant 6) 
  
They [key worker] tried but I didn’t used to let anyone know me.  I never used to talk 
about anything...so I didn’t really let them.  I didn’t trust anyone. I never trusted 
anyone when I was younger, never (Participant 3) 
  
It is a difficult challenge but persistence does pay off when key workers use activities to 
build relationships.  And once relationships have been formed, mentors have to be ready to 
tackle a wide range of topics that a youngster may wish to raise: 
We’ve had requests for advice, both direct and indirect, on every possible subject 
you can think of that would affect a young person.  Sometimes they will wait until 
they’re on their own with us, or one of us in particular.  More frequently, there’s a 
reticence to admit not knowing something, so it will be brought out in general 
conversation.  We do take advice from other people, to inform ourselves so that 
we’re always in a position to say here’s what you need to know.  We do occasionally 
redirect to other people, but there’s very little take up from the clients, it’s normally 
back to us (Key Worker 5) 
  
But the fragility of the relationship is always problematic and Participant 2 was blunt when 
asked if he felt the relationship with his key worker would continue beyond the immediate 
intervention he was participating in: 
No, probably not (Participant 2) 
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As such: 
it’s quite fragile to work with a young person when you’re promising them that 
you’re going to be able to give them, you know, what they need (Key Worker 1) 
  
Although relationships tend to be fragile and, as we have seen with Participant 6, they 
quickly erode once the key worker is out of sight, we might ask if the real value of the 
interaction only emerges after a period of years.  The fact that Participant 6 recalls the 
‘amazing relationships’ she experienced during an intervention project, and realises that key 
workers have gone to extraordinary lengths to support her, indicates that an impact was 
made.  Shaping social identities just takes time: 
We have some older people in their mid-twenties and they say to us about things 
we’ve helped them with, but maybe we weren’t even aware that we were helping 
them at that time, in that particular topic or subject, so we do get that in the long 
run....and we’ve known them for over 10 years and there’s normally been a gap of 
two or three years where their attendance [fluctuates], or they even disappear for a 
year or so, and they come back as young adults and explain what role we had (Key 
Worker 5) 
  
These key workers can rightly claim some credit for the outcomes that young people 
eventually achieve but mentoring is not, as writers including Pawson et al. (2004) and Meier 
(2008) have suggested, a panacea for social ills.  And moreover:  
it’s not a quick fix.  And our target driven society is looking for quick fixes (Key 
Worker 6) 
  
But since we cannot easily establish a direct line of causality between interaction and 
outcome, nor identify an output measure beyond a vague pattern of preferred social 
relationships, key workers are left to appeal to the intrinsic value of the project or service; a 
value which cannot be expressed as a meaningful objective metric. 
  
And despite the emphasis placed by key workers on establishing a strong relationship with 
young people, it was not identified as the most prominent factor affecting behavioural 
change from the questionnaire.  So although 63% (n = 24) recognise the importance of a 
strong relationship, structured action, education and training, and peer relationships were 
felt to be equally important. 
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6.4.2  Trigger Events 
  
Even if a key worker possess executive authority within the primary role, it appears not to 
be the preferred, nor primary, mechanism for managing behavioural change – unless, of 
course, a deliberate attempt is made to trigger rapid change.   There is indeed evidence to 
suggest that the catalyst for behavioural change sometimes takes the form of a discreet 
event, as Key Worker 3 explains: 
Something will happen that will make them think they don’t want this life anymore, I 
want something better, I want security, I want financial reward, I want relationships, 
whatever it is...they have to want to change, and I do think that it comes, not for 
everybody, at a different time in people’s lives.  And it’s about making sure that the 
opportunities are available at the time they want to make that move (Key Worker 3) 
  
So, for example, coercion exercised through an ultimatum has, in two examples at least, 
proven effective in stimulating rapid behavioural change.  In the first example, Participant 6 
recalls the ultimatum given by her child’s nominated carer: 
[nominated carer]said I’m giving you an opportunity here – you can see [Participant 
6’s child] everyday if you want, as long as you sort your life out.  But if you let him 
down once, you’re never seeing him again, which was fair enough.  So that morning I 
just thought...and I woke up and there were people all over my flat, there was drink 
everywhere, and I’d been taking drugs and drinking the night before and I just 
thought ‘what am I doing?’.  So that morning I asked [nominated carer] if I could 
have my son... I took him out for the day, and just spending that one day without 
social services there, just made me think this is what I want.  And as of that day I 
gradually sorted my life out (Participant 6) 
  
In the second example, Participant 3 recalls the moment he was confronted in court about 
his antisocial behaviour: 
the judge said to me like next time I go to court, I’m not going out the front door, I’m 
going out the back door into a prison van....and I was like shit....so that kinda scared 
me a little bit...I just kinda woke up and thought I don’t want to do it anymore...or go 
to prison 
  
But the threshold of tolerance for the criminal justice system varies for young people.  For 
Participant 3, the serious threat of imprisonment was sufficient to persuade him to change.  
Participant 8, who is just 21, has already served two short prison sentences, but believes 
change has occurred following the third and longest sentence: 
This sentence has changed me...my attitude, the way I think of life now.  I don’t need 
to be going in and out of prison.  I need to get a life, I need to grow up (Participant 8) 
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And while I accept that these Participants were not in a close supportive relationship with 
the judge, it demonstrates that mainstream values and norms can be directly transmitted 
onto individuals deemed problematic, in order to stimulate rapid change.  In other words, 
coercion can be effective.  Indeed, the extent and speed of the changes should not be 
underestimated for Participants 6 and 3.  Both had long histories of criminal antisocial 
behaviour, but both made dramatic changes within a period weeks, if not days. 
  
It is also important to recognise that tools are not always necessary to trigger change.  
Trigger events can also occur due to the actions of the young person, as much as an external 
agent.  When talking about a specific youngster, for example, Key Worker 4 says: 
[this young person] had to hit rock bottom on about six occasions, and on the last 
occasion, finally, she got it.  It was her, not us who were there, that did it and she can 
reflect on that.  But it wouldn’t have worked if she hadn’t have felt [the 
consequences of her actions] (Key Worker 4) 
  
Nevertheless, we can consider whether youth mentoring practices should look to adopt a 
more assertive posture, as advocated by Hurworth School in Darlington (cf. Assertive-
Mentoring, 2010).  And if so, what leverage can the mentor gain to affect change – as in the 
examples above, there was an explicit threat, supported by an executive authority, to deny 
something of value to the individual – although the individual ultimately made the decision 
to comply.  It should however be noted that only a quarter (26%, n = 10) of key workers 
responding to the research questionnaire believe that coercion is an effective tool for 
changing behaviour, but this may be a reflection of the limited power that most key workers 
have at their disposal. 
 
6.4.3  Caring and befriending 
  
Caring and befriending are key aspects of any successful relationship that seeks to build 
rapport.  Indeed, caring relationships between participants and key workers often build 
social capital by creating enduring connections: 
You sometimes get friendships made here that last way past their time here.  We’ve 
[key workers] also made friends with some of the kids who are now in their mid-20s, 
having known them since they were 15 (Key Worker 5) 
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But care is required as young people come to rely on the relationships formed with key 
workers, long after statutory obligations have passed.  As such, withdrawing support too 
quickly can be detrimental, as Participant 6 suggests: 
I have ups and downs.  I’ll have like a week of goodness and a week of badness.  This 
time a couple of years ago I had everyone on my side trying to help me.  But now I 
feel like I’ve got no one...because I’m doing dead well no one is...but when I do 
things like that [go out drinking heavily and not go home] I know I still need the help.  
I need someone to remind me.  And my relationship with my partner is not very 
good...so I haven’t got anyone to remind me.  Sometimes I feel like people are 
thinking ‘will you just piss off’, because I’m always clinging onto the care system 
(Participant 6) 
  
Some caution is required here, however, because Participant 6 does acknowledge that an 
after care worker has been assigned to her, but it’s ‘not the same’ as the support she 
requires: 
I want someone who is going to be there every day.  I know you can’t ask for that...I 
just want my mum.  Well, not my mum, but a mum.  I want someone who’s there, 
just to ring up, when I’m having trouble with my little boy.  Who do I ask? 
(Participant 6) 
  
The importance of a significant other cannot be underestimated, as McGowan et al. (2009)  
remind us: ‘This factor, the individual’s relationship with a significant other, appeared to 
increase resistance to stress and promote a degree of resilience’ (p. 620).  We can indeed 
see Participant 6’s resilience eroding in the absence of an appropriate individual to provide 
reinforcement.  And as key workers themselves acknowledged in the questionnaire (74%, n 
= 28), a lack of resilience is recognised as a factor preventing youngsters from securing 
better outcomes for themselves.  Close peers help, as we can assume does her boyfriend, 
but what is missing is the guidance of an older matriarchal figure who ‘could serve as a 
replacement for that which the adolescent does not receive from her mother or existing 
social network’ (Bogat et al., 2008; p. 327).   
  
But as a paid professional is still in contact with Participant 6 – in the form of an after care 
worker – we can assume that Participant 6 is looking for a more authentic relationship; one 
that exists beyond formal service provision.  In this case, mentoring alongside a primary 
professional role is insufficient, and it provides a compelling rationale for initiating a 
voluntary mentoring scheme (as none currently exists locally), where support can be 
provided outside of a regulatory framework that dictates statutory duties.  And while such 
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voluntary mentoring relationships are also ‘artificially ‘engineered’ and occasional’ (Philip & 
Spratt, 2007; p. 21), and not therefore part of daily rituals, Participant 6 might find that the 
informality of the interaction meets her needs since at its best a:  
befriending relationship may be the beginning of a route back to gaining the 
increased confidence and self-esteem necessary to enable the individual to recreate 
and develop their own unique social network, improve their psychological wellbeing 
and enrich their quality of life (McGowan et al., 2009; p. 624)  
  
This line of discussion rather challenges the assertion made earlier by Key Worker 3; that 
mentoring relationships which form without a common activity are likely to fail.  Here, 
Participant 6 wants just such an unstructured interaction – someone she can phone for 
advice and guidance on an ad-hoc basis.  It is exactly the kind of support that another 
participant, experiencing similar issues, receives: 
she comes around and we have a chat and she help me sort out [things]...she got me 
onto a NEETs course and got me sorted out with volunteering [for a charity].  And 
she nags at me to clean the flat.  She’s like a second mum (Participant 5) 
  
It should be noted that Participant 5’s and 6’s comments above were disseminated, along 
with a small piece of contextual narrative, to a government development group working to 
devise a local mentoring and befriending strategy.  And, moreover, the charity I work for 
stepped up its immediate efforts to establish a befriending service. 
  
6.4.4  Reflexive social pedagogy 
  
If we take at face value that ‘true reflection leads to action’ (Freire, 1970; p. 48), and action 
potentially leads to positive change, we might ask how mentoring can differentiate between 
false reflection, that presumably perpetuates inertia, and true reflection that prompts 
action.  The use of activities is critical to both mentoring and social pedagogy, since 
‘relationships are realised through the medium of joint activities with children and provide a 
content and context for reflection’ (Petrie et al. cited by Paget et al., 2007; p. 13).  This is 
indeed useful, but as Sayer (1997) points out ‘the freedom to redescribe ourselves is 
worthless, unless the discourse is performative’ (p. 475).  In other words: 
People, as language-using, meaning creating beings, are able to change themselves, 
their social relations and their environments, and hence are able to transform the 
ways of acting, relating and thinking that hold at any particular time (ibid.; p. 476) 
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So although mentoring may promote reflection through the dyadic relationship, it may be 
insufficient for achieving change (Newburn & Shiner, 2006) if the mentee chooses not to 
act.  Nevertheless, developing the reflexive capacity of the young person is, if nothing more, 
a pre-cursor for transformative action, since: ‘in being reflexive, the human actor is not only 
self-conscious but is also engaged in the monitoring of the on-going flow of activities and 
structural conditions’ (Ritzer, 2003; pp. 183-184).  
 
Reflexivity therefore plays a key part in successfully navigating our way through the world 
(Dyke, 2009), but even when action is taken the desired outcome might not be achieved: ‘if 
[mentees’] powers are exercised, the results are not thereby predetermined; they depend 
on context, on the contingent presence of other objects with their own causal powers or 
ways of acting’ (Sayer, 1997; p. 472).  And since reflexivity involves the on-going analysis of  
structural conditions, it has an important role to play in developing resilience when action 
fails to deliver desirable outcomes.  In this instance, reflexivity prompts a young person to 
ask of themselves ‘what went wrong?’ and ‘what, if anything, should I do differently next 
time?’. 
  
6.4.5  Therapeutic practices  
  
I have offered an extensive critique regarding the potential consequences of clinical  
therapeutic practices, since there is potential for people to become trapped inside an 
identity that becomes disempowering.  Take, as an example, the following: 
 At the end of the day, I’ve been diagnosed with stuff...I have autism, anxiety and 
learning difficulties...so that’s it and that’s just the way I am...and I’ll probably be like 
that for the rest of my life, and I will be a vulnerable adult for the rest of my life.  I’ve 
already been told that by my doctor, my psychologist, my psychiatrist, my social 
worker and my family support worker (Participant 7) 
  
Participant 7 is 20 years old and has clearly resigned himself to a life linked to welfare 
dependency, regardless of the probity of the assertions made.  As it happens, I do not 
dispute that there have been serious mental health issues and episodes of abuse with this 
participant, but they have passed: 
[is there a danger] of relapse back to the way I was?  There could be a danger of that 
but I don’t think it would happen any time soon (Participant 7) 
  
145 
 
Moreover, any sign of learning difficulties or autism are difficult to identify, but there are 
issues around social interaction.  The extent to which these issues should be pathologised is 
questionable since the participant is not taking any medication, nor receiving any 
psychological intervention – because it is not required.  The labels are likely to stick long 
after the clinical practitioners have finished their work, as we indeed see with Participant 7.   
 
It is perhaps therefore appropriate to embrace informal therapy – that is, therapeutic 
activity conducted by key workers outside of clinical settings – as a practice integral to 
mentoring.  Perhaps there are opportunities to develop North American approaches to child 
and youth care that involves therapeutic relationships which: 
combine the depth and intimacy of the "personal" with the rigour and goal-
directedness of the "professional".  The term "therapeutic" refers here to the kind of 
intervention which empowers and brings about growth, healing and wholeness’ 
(Paget et al., 2007; p. 18) 
  
Indeed, the intersection between therapeutic and pedagogic relationships can be difficult to 
discern, as discussed extensively in the literature survey.  However, excessively rigorous and 
outcomes focussed counselling applied to a youngster may not be effective: 
With a lot of young people, counselling doesn’t help.  And I’m saying that knowing 
several that have been.  You know, you’re talking about your problems and the 
counsellor is there asking how do you feel about that.  Now I think that’s too hard a 
question for a lot of our young people to quantify how they feel about it.  All they 
know is that it makes them feel bad.  So yes, I do think we get counselling in, but I 
don’t think it’s ever the first step.  I think with mentoring the mentor will give more 
to the relationship than just a reflection, a sounding board (Key Worker 3) 
  
And, indeed, elsewhere other key workers seize opportunities to use their personal 
relationships as a vehicle to address problematic issues: 
They spend their whole lives [being] aggressive and we try to be non-aggressive, and 
we chat, and it’s sometimes like therapy (Key Worker 6)  
  
It should also be recognised that getting involved with activities, with the support of key 
workers, has therapeutic potential for young people: 
I was doing [project x] and it was like a therapy...and I think that was part of me 
turning my life around as well.  Talking about it all, and when you talk about it, it 
makes you realise, and you say it, and things make sense so it’s not all just jumbled 
up in your head.  So when I was talking in schools about [my experiences] it was all 
just like a massive form of therapy really (Participant 6) 
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Perhaps such community involvement is a form of Foucauldian self-technology which 
engages a mentee in an analysis of the social self that serves to raise critical conscience.  
The activity therefore acts as a primer for the broader social analysis that might occur once 
the dyadic relationship is established and the mentee commits to a process of 
transformation.  In this case, a recognition of the risks to others – children in schools, in this 
instance – helps the participant understand her own journey, since ‘self-understanding is 
connected integrally to the understanding of others’ (Giddens, 1976; p. 19).   
  
6.5  What social structures act to confound the efforts of mentoring? 
  
We first need to understand that ‘social structures are very abstract entities...[and]...Events 
are not in any simple or direct way the effects of abstract social structures’ (Fairclough, 
2003; p. 23).  Nevertheless, social structures exert an influence over behaviour, although 
most key workers place responsibility for problematic social circumstances squarely on the 
shoulders of youngsters themselves.  For example, when asked in the questionnaire ‘Where 
do you feel responsibility and culpability mostly lies for the predicament of your clients?’ an 
overwhelming majority, i.e. 82% (n = 14), responded that ‘Young people themselves’ were 
culpable.   
  
It is of interest to note, therefore, that Paul Natorp – a German philosopher whose work 
heavily influenced the development of continental social pedagogy – argued that individuals 
are not entirely responsible for their actions, since the moral norms of a community exert 
an influence: ‘the individual and the community are each predicated upon the other’ 
(Eriksson & Markström, 2003; p. 12).  As one key worker suggests:   
I still don’t think there are any bad kids, they’re not born bad and their predicaments 
isn’t always their own fault.  They’ve been passed around, abused, subjected to all 
sorts of things...here they find a stability, a haven – another family away from the 
abusive place that they live (Key Worker 6) 
  
It is a perspective that echoes Bourdieu’s dialectical relationship between an individual’s 
habitus and the accompanying social field, such that habitus reflects ‘social structures that 
have been internalized; it is embodied social structures’ (Ritzer, 2003; p. 190).  It is therefore 
difficult to unambiguously assign complete culpability to an individual for their behaviour 
when their habitual behaviour structures the social world and is, simultaneously, structured 
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by the social world (ibid.).  Take, as an example, the gang dynamics described by Participant 
3: 
I didn’t care about [school friends] cos there was a gang I was hanging around with 
and there was quite a lot of us, so I thought I’d hang around with these lot and I 
don’t really care about what anyone else thinks cos I got a good group of friends 
here...At the start [the leader] was one of the older ones but they left and then it 
was me and one of my other friends, [name given], we were like best mates at the 
time...and every time we did something we’d tell others do it and they’d do it. That’s 
probably why I felt so good...cos I could be bossy and it made me feel like I was big 
and hard (Participant 3) 
  
Here, the social structure of the gang structures Participant 3’s habitus – to be bossy and 
direct the behaviour of others.  Without the gang social structure, Participant 3 cannot 
actualise his influence over the group – in other words, his behaviour is integral to the 
existence of the gang dynamic.  We might also ask, of course, how the habitus of ‘junior’ 
gang members formed in the presence of Participant 3.  It is, indeed, possible to gain some 
insight into this very issue by considering the impact on Participant 6’s behaviour when 
entering the care system: 
as soon as I went into care I started smoking, I started being violent towards people, 
which I never was at home.   I was an 11 year old girl and I was put into a care home 
with four 15/16 year old boys, and I wanted to be like them, and copy everything 
they were doing (Participant 6) 
  
In this case, the social positioning of Participant 6, as an 11 year old entering care, is an 
inversion of dominant position assumed by Participant 3 in his gang.  Predictably, perhaps, 
Participant 6 wishes to emulate her elder peers for the sake of social recognition.  However, 
we should be cautious here because events, such as taking up smoking, ‘are not in any 
simple or direct way the effects of abstract social structures’ (Fairclough, 2003; p. 23).  So 
although it appears relatively straightforward to attribute problematic behaviour to peer 
group norms, there is always a question of how an individual habitus came to be aligned to 
the given social field in the first place, and what alternative courses of action exist for 
individuals at any given moment in time.  Nevertheless, there is an argument that 
individuals are not entirely free agents in a given social field and not, therefore, entirely and 
solely responsible for their behaviour: 
fields provide something like a magnetic attraction for agents who are disposed to 
engage in a given field (if their habitus is aligned to the field). The effect of a field on 
an agent then is dependent on their habitus, their position in particular fields and 
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the strength of the field relative to other fields in which the agent is active (Rawolle 
& Lingard, 2008; p. 732)  
  
As such, the Participants (3 and 6) unique contribution to a social field is recognised, shared, 
constructed and performed – the contribution therefore carries meaning and significance 
for all involved – and it is this recognition of individual contribution which builds self-
confidence within the given field – e.g. ‘I could be bossy and it made me feel like I was big 
and hard’ (Participant 3).  And such active participation constructs social capital, including; 
‘people’s ‘sense of belonging’ to the community, and norms of co-operation, reciprocity and 
trust of others within the community’ (Morrow, 2001; p. 38) – although in this case, 
aggregating social capital increases social exclusion (Daly & Silver, 2008). 
  
Nevertheless, it is a question of recognising that the personality system is integrated with 
the social system; that actors internalise social values and act accordingly (Ritzer, 2003).  As 
Eriksson & Markström (2003) point out, it is a process linked to the basic premise of 
hermeneutics; that the self is created through dialogue with others.  And it would therefore 
appear that the ‘capacity for change is intimately bound up with ‘social identity’ (rather than 
with individual character) because this ‘social self’ is defined in terms of group loyalties’ 
(Pawson et al., 2004; p. 5).  And where those group loyalties are strong, mentors will have a 
limited impact upon the social self, as Key Worker 4 suggests: 
an inability to escape...the people who are a negative influence, that’s the biggest 
hurdle.  They’re just like magnets...peer influence works powerfully and birds of a 
feather flock together (Key Worker 4)  
  
In the case of Participant 3, the strength of the field, and his elevated position therein, 
generates through dialogue a form of embodied cultural capital (cf. Morrow, 2001): power 
and status.  The question, therefore, is whether mentoring can facilitate a review of the 
mentee’s allegiances so that the social self might be reshaped (ibid.).  And, indeed, key 
workers are engaged in just this kind of work: 
The mentoring is building up that bond in the first place, building up the relationship.  
It’s very much a reciprocal way that we work.  We give them information, they give 
information about themselves.  It doesn’t necessarily need to be true about us, as 
long as it elicits information from them and they feel comfortable about sharing 
about their private lives in particular (Key Worker 5) 
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This reciprocity is the foundation from which Key Worker 5 begins to reshape the social 
identity of young people engaged with their provision, since it engenders a sense of 
belonging within its unique social field because ‘we achieve self-understanding only when 
we place ourselves in relation to others’ (Eriksson & Markström, 2003; p. 12).  One 
participant has clearly undertaken this process: 
But now I know where I stand, I know who’s decent.  I’ve got a better judgement 
towards people...and know whether I should be associating myself with them.  
Whereas before I didn’t care, to be honest (Participant 1) 
  
It is not, however, possible to identify the moment when Participant 1 began to care.  It is 
not due to a key worker, nor other significant non-familial adult, that can be identified.  
Indeed, it would appear to be due to parenting, although Participant 1’s relationship with 
her mother is deeply problematic.  Despite the stormy relationship, the mother has 
transmitted to (or imprinted upon) her daughter a moral value system that the daughter 
cannot reconcile with her behaviour: 
I’ve had problems myself....just associating with different groups of people, finding 
who I was...I’d go missing for a number of weeks, and not come home and the police 
would be out looking for me, and I wouldn’t answer the phone to my mum, so she 
wouldn’t know where I was or nothing...and I’d suddenly turn up at home one day 
(Participant 1) 
  
The conflict here is caused by an attempted ‘inner reworking of externally imposed norms’ 
(Heartfield cited by McLaughlin, 2006; p.116).  But despite going missing for weeks, 
immersed in the influence of peers, her self-identity will not yield easily to the vales of those 
whose habitus is not genuinely aligned with her own.  In many regards, Participant 1 
dilemma is opposite to Participant 2, who easily succumbs to the influence of peers.  It 
appears that whatever the source of our inner conflict – parents or peers – the outcome is 
the same: social exclusion. 
  
6.5.1  Family and society 
  
If we accept that the ‘family is the basis for the spontaneous learning processes such as 
work, standard of living, love and care all based on closeness, relationship and kinship’ (Fog, 
2003; p. 23), we might wonder how mentoring can possibly overcome the serious 
dysfunction that appears to lie at the heart of many cases of social exclusion.  Indeed, 
problematic parenting was felt by key workers, who responded to the questionnaire, to be a 
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significant factor contributing to social exclusion  (76%, n = 26).  From the interviews, 
parenting is also seen to be at the root of behavioural problems: 
I don’t think the household has presented the best way forward for young people to 
learn how to work in the world and I can see that in younger daughter as well – I can 
see that in her younger sister (Key Worker 2) 
  
The only way of dealing with young people that have challenging behaviour is to deal 
with the parents that bring up kids that have challenging behaviour.  I could give you 
a list of 20 people we are working with that don’t know how to parent, but we are 
working to change that (Key Worker 5) 
  
The impact on young people is, predictably, significant.  Participant 7 did not want to discuss 
the particular reasons why he left home at the earliest opportunity, but the issues affected 
all aspects of his life: 
I wanted to get outta there because I knew I couldn’t cope with it anymore and it 
wasn’t good for my health, or my safety, or for my happiness (Participate 7) 
  
Other participants were willing to discuss the nature of their relationships with family.  Take, 
for example, Participant 5 who described her stormy relationship with her mother as ‘World 
War 3’, or Participant 3: 
[my mother] let me down quite a lot when I was younger cos like, she suffers from a 
mental illness and she was always like taking overdoses and stuff, so that’s probably 
got something to do with it [episodes of antisocial behaviour].  And my dad was 
quite bad on alcohol as well...I didn’t live with my dad though cos they were 
divorced 
  
Similarly, Participant 6 experienced a problematic childhood due to family issues: 
I went into care when I was 13...my dad’s quite violent...he just flips on you, he’s just 
a bit strange.  They [parents] weren’t really suitable to look after me because they 
were like alcoholics (Participant 6) 
  
It would be misleading to suggest, however, that all Participants have problematic family 
relationships.  Indeed, Participant 2’s relationship with parents, though currently strained 
because of his difficulties finding work, has been mostly positive: 
It’s been rocky here and there, but it has never been bad (Participant 2) 
  
And it is somewhat paradoxical that two respondents who have recently been in prison, and 
thereby experienced a particularly extreme form of social exclusion, both had stable family 
backgrounds.  One participant had parents who worked in the professions and the other 
experienced close family ties while growing up: 
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I had a good upbringing...I had three siblings.  I wasn’t spoilt and I wasn’t poor.  Life 
was good at home (Participant 8) 
  
Nevertheless, those undertaking the mentoring role – whether alongside a professional role, 
or as a volunteer – can therefore expect gaps in some mentees’ understanding of work, 
standards of living, love and care (cf. Fog, 2003), where family life has been seriously 
disrupted during childhood.  As various key workers suggests:    
It’s very like parenting and I do see it like that.  A lot of what we do is replacing...or 
[compensating for] parenting that hasn’t occurred, or that has occurred in 
misalignment with society (Key Worker 3) 
  
I would say there’s an awful lot of young men...[where there’s an] absenteeism 
when it comes to male role models, as in the father basically.  We do find ourselves 
stepping into that role (Key Worker 4) 
  
And the father figure role is important, as one youngster suggests:  
I think if I had more family around me when I was growing up, I wouldn’t be the way 
I am.  If I had a father figure around me, I wouldn’t be the way I am (Respondent 1) 
  
This view suggests that a social deficit exists; a deficit that might be addressed by the 
mentor adopting an holistic social pedagogic role, assuming an accurate assessment of need 
can be made.  But caution is required because firstly, any attempt to create an ‘ideal’ 
youngster, in the image of the mentor, is unlikely to succeed due to its coercive potential.  
And secondly, the mentor would need to differentiate between exclusion aggravated by 
problematic family relationships and structural causes associated with patriarchal capitalism 
– if, indeed, the social world can be so crudely analysed. 
  
There has been as a focus here on difficulties with parental relationships, but significant 
issues with partners have also featured prominently: 
When we first got together we had an argument and he tried kill himself and he’s 
tried twice...he was worried that the age difference meant that I could go and get 
with somebody younger, so that sent him a bit crazy (Participant 4) 
  
I was pregnant. I’d just been diagnosed with epilepsy, and then he gets up one 
morning and decides he doesn’t want me or the baby and kicks me out (Participant 
5) 
  
 my relationship with my boyfriend is not very good, we’re always bickering 
(Participant 6) 
  
152 
 
I texted him and said ‘you know what, just leave me alone. I don’t want to see you 
again because you disrespected me [after dating other girls]’.  And he never text me 
back, or apologised, or nothing (Respondent 1) 
  
Where problematic family relationships coincide with difficult personal relationships, an 
additional layer of complexity adds to the mentoring challenge to stimulate change and 
promote a good life.  We might deduce, for example, that Participant 4’s partner uses self-
harm to exert control over what she does and who she sees, since the ‘wish to...realize the 
fantasy of control, never ceases to motivate the individual’ (Benjamin, 1990; p. 54).  Where 
this partner perceives there to be a threat to the relationship – which could include meeting 
new people at work, or through starting a college course – Participant 4 will be constrained 
in the choices she is able to make, thereby reducing the scope for social action.  Any 
attempt by a mentor to alter the dynamics of this relationship would be fraught with 
potential difficulties.  A mentor might, however, raise the critical consciousness of 
Participant 4 to enable her to see the coercive relationship dynamics at play and thus 
empower her to take action for herself.  
  
6.5.2  Parent as pedagogue 
 
Meier (2008) points out that ‘There is of course a simple analogy between good mentoring 
and good parenting’ (p. 33), and throughout this analysis key workers have characterised 
aspects of their pedagogic (or mentoring) role as parenting; thereby compensating for 
supposedly inadequate, or absent, parents, for example: 
if the kids had parents that cared about them they wouldn't be coming here (Key 
Worker 6) 
 
So although ‘parents are important socialization agents who encourage prosocial behaviors 
and discourage antisocial behaviors’ (Cook et al., 2009; p. 1241), key workers are also 
successfully socialising youngsters, in place of, or in addition to, the parent.  Indeed, Piquero 
et al. (2009) emphasise not only the importance of  parental socialisation, but also of policy 
developments that strengthen families through appropriate support and training.  In other 
words, social pedagogy / youth mentoring could have a bigger part to play in the positive 
social development of children, young people and their families.  This is especially important 
since the ‘UK has the highest incidence of father-absent households in Europe’ (Meier, 
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2008; p. 7) and the lack of a male role model can cause problems for children (Grayling, 
2009).  
 
However, mentoring is not entirely analogous to parenting, since the bond between parent 
and child is intense and enduring (if dysfunctional) and, therefore, the ‘psychological 
distance between mentors and protégés is greater than that between parents and children’ 
(Goldner & Mayseless, 2008b; p. 415).  Nevertheless; ‘Mentoring becomes more effective 
the closer it comes to assuming the role of a responsible and emotionally available parent’ 
(Meier, 2008; p. 33).  The convergence between the role of the mentor, whether as 
volunteer or as a key worker, and parenting invariably draws parallels with the field of social 
pedagogy since its aim, as noted earlier in the literature review, is to facilitate the personal 
development and social education of a child ‘alongside or in place of parents’ in a range of 
settings (Kyriacou et al., 2009; p. 75). 
 
It is, indeed, difficult to differentiate mentoring, especially when conducted by key workers, 
from social pedagogy.  Both fields are fundamentally concerned with the on-going social 
integration of young people where the socialisation process within the family context is 
deemed incomplete, underdeveloped or, of course, unsatisfactory.  
 
There is, moreover, an additional dynamic for family support where mentoring and social 
pedagogy is concerned.  Those who ostensibly support children and young people might 
also be recruited to become parental ‘allies’ to help manage problematic behaviours (cf. 
Chacko et al., 2009; p. 207) by reinforcing therapeutic regimes and mediating to improve 
familial relationships.  So although mentors support young people and play a ‘special role 
between parents and friends’ (Goldner and Mayseless, 2008b; p. 412), they might support 
parents by proxy so they ‘also feel in some way ‘mentored’ themselves’ (Meier, 2008; p. 31).  
  
6.5.3   Ambivalence 
  
Although this research question is concerned with social structures that impede the 
mentoring relationship, ambivalence is arguably a subjective response to social structures 
that render the individual powerless.  However, Mead, cited by Marston (2008), struggles to 
apprehend the cause of ambivalence: ‘Whatever outward causes one cites, a mystery in the 
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heart of no work...[is] the passivity of the seriously poor in seizing the opportunities that 
apparently exist for them’ (p. 361).  No doubt upbringing and perceptions of the 
opportunities on offer, though factors often overlooked by those seeking meritocracy, are 
contributing causes (Reed & Robinson, 2005; p. 283).  Key workers are, however, attempting 
to overcome such challenges in an attempt to engage young people with the labour market: 
He [key worker] says right, okay, how about we go and look for jobs, or whatever.  
And I’m like nah, not today.  He’ll then come back to me later and say ‘you sure you 
don’t wanna look for any jobs?’ or ‘do you wanna look for jobs tomorrow?’.  And I’ll 
go to him, nah not at the moment (Participant 7) 
  
Furthermore, this individual is happy with his circumstances and when asked if he would be 
happier with a job, he replied: 
Probably yes.  But...it’s my decision, my choice and at the end of the day I’m just 
happy the way I am (Participant 7) 
  
Participant 7 therefore shows no signs of altering his stance, despite pressure from various 
key workers involved in his life.  His happiness stems, perhaps, from a realisation that he has 
resources sufficient to meet his basic needs; resources provided entirely by the state.  And 
as Key Worker 3 points out, unless current circumstances are problematised, little can be 
achieved:  
Unless you can get them to see what they’re missing and have them want to actually 
get to that place, want to re-engage, then the second bit [mentoring] is irrelevant 
(Key Worker 3) 
  
But other participants, who have not had problematic family upbringings, have also 
experienced a deep rooted ambivalence:  
I didn’t really have any direction if you know what I mean? I didn’t know what I 
wanted to do when I was older...So I didn’t really have much motivation to do 
anything because it was kind of like well...I couldn’t see the point at the time…I 
didn’t know what I wanted to do and I didn’t see a future...it was always just, what 
am I going to do tomorrow (Participant 2) 
  
In this case, we might identify anomie – a disconnect from a society lacking moral anchors 
to orientate action – as a culprit.  And since ‘ambivalence is a distinctive product of 
modernity’ (Ritzer, 2003; p. 243), it cannot be easily addressed as to do so requires 
structural changes to society.  In other words, the deficit here is not with the individual; it is 
not a question of social competence.  As such, it might be useful to differentiate between 
structural NEETs (those who have social skills and qualifications, but lack opportunity) and 
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functional NEETs (those who would benefit from social pedagogic approaches to 
mainstream integration).  This has important implications for mentors because the 
emphasis of the interaction should be either material support to secure opportunities, or 
emotional pedagogic support to promote engagement.  And since the NEET group is diverse 
– it includes 20% of all new graduates at the end of 2010 (ONS, 2011) – it is important to 
differentiate the type of support mentors provide. 
 
6.5.4  Educational attainment and engagement 
  
Since standards of educational attainment represents a key mechanism for social 
stratification, it is worth mentioning, albeit briefly, that standards of educational 
achievement amongst the young people interviewed is, broadly speaking, surprisingly good: 
[at college] I was on a BTEC course and I passed all my exams with top marks. I went 
to do GCSE but I didn’t do too well but I got 2 Cs out of it so I’m quite happy with 
that.  [At school] I got 2 Fs and an E (Participant 3) 
  
[GCSEs at C+] I got 4.  B in History...the same with English Literature...I got a C in 
Drama and a C in something else...I can’t remember off the top of my head. [I also] 
got a D in my Maths (Participant 2) 
  
Although anecdotal, this standard of attainment is not unusual amongst the young people I 
work with on a daily basis (indeed, at time of writing I was supporting a homeless youngster 
who passed 5 GCSEs at grade C+ including English and maths).  In other words, though a 
young person is experiencing problematic personal circumstance, schools and colleges are 
effective at getting young people through their courses, where they manage to sustain 
engagement.  That said, all the young people interviewed were either entry level (pre GCSE 
standard), Level 1, or working towards a Level 2 standard of education (5 GCSEs at grade C+, 
or vocational equivalent).  As such, none of the youngsters had attained a Level 3 (A-Level, 
or vocational equivalent) or graduate standard (Level 4+) of education. 
 
This finding perhaps reflects, amongst the young people interviewed, the near universal 
regret at not doing more to realise potential by achieving better results at school and 
college.  Perhaps the regret stems from a belief that the ‘die is cast’ in terms of earning 
potential and social mobility: 
 I wish I’d stayed in college and done proper courses and completed it (Participant 5) 
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Every one of my friends I went to school with and wanted to do [named vocation] 
are all qualified...I look at them and think, I could have been with them but I’m not.  
I’ve messed around (Participant 1) 
  
I didn’t really have much motivation to do anything because...I couldn’t see the point 
at the time.  Of course, I completely regret that now...I wish I could go back and slap 
some sense into myself when I was 14 (Participant 2) 
  
It was okay [school], but I didn’t want to learn, I didn’t want to be there.  I thought 
everyone was against me, so I rebelled and I was always getting expelled.  It was only 
when I left school I wished I’d stayed...I regret that (Participant 8) 
  
I haven’t got any respect for myself, because I know I’ve let myself down. When I 
was at school I could have done so much and at college I could have done a lot, but I 
didn’t. I chose, well, I didn’t choose the family option but I ended up with the family 
option, so that messed all my plans up. I know I’ve got more to offer, but I didn’t do 
anything about it (Participant 4) 
  
I didn’t even care [about GCSEs].  I was a stupid, stupid, individual...I regret not 
trying.  I look back [and wonder] why didn’t I try?’] (Participant 9) 
  
Since Colley (2003) argues that the ‘realization of individual potential is equated with the 
maximization of productivity’ (p. 26), it suggests, conversely, that we are unable to realise 
our potential when unproductive.  Our value to the community arguably collapses when 
unemployed, since there is no potential to be exploited.  We therefore find ourselves 
worthless within a social order that is ‘capitalistic in both its economic system and its other 
institutions’ (Giddens, 1990; p. 11. Italics in original).  It is an example where the ‘mode of 
production [shapes] all other dimensions of society’ (Bell, 1976; p. 36). 
   
Perhaps it will come as no surprise to find that four of the six participants above are taking, 
or have recently taken, medication for depression.  Indeed, an appreciation of the social 
dynamic which links personal development with mental health issues, is important for key 
workers to fully grasp since ‘stress can occur when there is a wide gap between an 
individual’s achievements and their ambitions’ (Turner & Lehning, 2007; p. 62) and 
‘depression is the emotion that comes in the wake of...[perceived] individual failure’ 
(Seligman, 2007; p. 95).   
 
The implications for mentoring are therefore clear.  Key workers across services must 
develop an awareness of the pathways to education and training for young people, and 
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proactively support sustained (re)engagement with those opportunities.  And, of course, 
policy makers should ensure that suitable opportunities are made available.  Indeed, we 
need to consider how ‘education in its widest sense – the learning and rehearsing of good 
social habits values and behaviours – might provide an overarching framework for individual 
and social change’ (Smith & Whyte, 2008; pp. 26-27). 
 
This is all the more poignant since key workers recognise the importance of education and 
training for young people.  For example, when asked in the key worker questionnaire what 
provision or social policy would have the greatest impact in terms of ending social exclusion, 
88% (n = 30) selected ‘Provide universal personalised training/apprenticeships’.  There is a 
difference, however, between recognising the value of the provision and signposting and 
sustaining engagement with such provision. 
  
6.6  Summary 
  
Regardless of whether key workers describe work beyond their primary role as mentoring or 
social pedagogy, the aim is to help young people realise their potential by taking control of 
their lives: 
A good life can be achieved when we are empowered to make our own choices, 
when we have access to the resources of our society...It is the task of social 
pedagogy to help people to reach this goal if they cannot manage it independently 
(Eriksson & Markström, 2003; p. 22)  
  
We have seen throughout this analysis a range of methods adopted by key workers to 
achieve this end.  Essentially, key workers seek to move the relationship away from 
instrumentally and towards an expressiveness (cf. Kyriacou et al., 2009) that facilitates the 
creation of a shared identity and the subsequent sharing of mainstream values and norms. 
 
It is through this relationship that true reflection can occur, reflection that prompts action to 
promote the good life, a morally worthwhile form of life (Carr, 2006).  But there is a latent 
tension between a key worker’s genuine desire to prompt such transformation and coercive 
measures used to ensure compliance with a desirable course of action.  Indeed, we have 
seen that key workers sometimes deny access to material resources, threaten to withdraw 
their support and use instruments of the state to impose their worldview; and in so doing 
recreate the very inequalities they ostensibly seek to alleviate.   
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It is, indeed, a mistake to believe that mentoring, or social pedagogy, is a neutral and non-
judgemental process.  Such an assertion is simply a marketing tool to persuade the 
youngster to ‘buy into’ the relationship and allow the mentor/pedagogue to do their work.  
It is no surprise that attempts to promote the Protestant ethic through mentoring relies 
upon a capitalist tool (marketing) to achieve its aim.   
  
As such, it is not possible to state, as key workers themselves acknowledge, ‘I’m going to 
mentor you’ because young people do not necessarily subscribe to the implicit assumption 
that mentoring will be in their best interests.  The mentors, and their sponsor organisations, 
might be experiencing a false consciousness, but disaffected young people are more alert to 
the hidden agendas driving the programmes.  
 
The apparent deviousness of this tactical engagement does not, however, preclude the 
possibility that the outcomes it aims to achieve are actually in the best interests of young 
people.  Indeed, mentoring promotes personal development by teaching young people how 
to interact appropriately across multiple social fields, which is important because:  
the social world is highly complex, and [since] many of us are used to such 
organisations [including schools, businesses and factories], we tend to 
underestimate the amount of self-control and adjustment required to function in 
them (O'Donnell, 1986; p. 84) 
  
And where a young person is taught to function well within the workplace, for example, 
new relationships become possible, skills can be developed and, of course, standard of living 
rises through earning power.  By most common sense understandings of social inclusion, 
such developments can only be positive for such youngsters.  
 
It is not therefore just a question of alleviating poverty; mentoring involves, as we have seen 
with the key workers, a reconstruction of the values, beliefs and behaviours of problematic 
young people as they make the difficult transition into adulthood.  It is an important aspect 
of the key worker role, since ‘Lacking a predesigned life-plan, agents need a series of 
orientation points to guide their moves throughout their lifespans’ (Ritzer, 2003; p. 245).  
And the transition into adulthood is a critical orientation point, one which may have far 
reaching implications for a youngster’s life trajectory.  Most young people turn to parents at 
159 
 
such orientation points, but this is difficult if, as we have seen, parents are themselves 
dysfunctional. 
 
Regardless of the problematic issues surrounding youth mentoring or social pedagogy, the 
analysis and discussion demonstrates that many of the key workers interviewed generally 
care a great deal about the young people they work with and, moreover, go beyond the 
stated requirements of their role to provide material and emotional support.  This, in turn, 
establishes a strong relationship which directly contributes to young peoples’ wellbeing. 
160 
 
 
7. EVALUATION OF THE STUDY 
 
Any piece of small-scale research, such as this, invariably requires compromises in order to 
complete the project.  Key issues, which have led to some challenges, include:  
  
7.1  Framing the project 
  
There had been a concern that mentoring is traditionally understood as an intervention 
undertaken by volunteers and not key workers in professional settings.  Indeed, Goldner 
and Mayseless (2008b) point to the unique space, between parents and peers, that discreet 
mentoring dyads play in furthering a youngster’s personal development. 
 
However, this concern is somewhat alleviated, firstly, by the emphatic assertions made by 
key workers that they do indeed mentor young people and, secondly, that mentoring 
relationships are embedded within a range of caregivers roles, even if these relationships do 
not feature prominently in the mentoring literature.  And after all, it was exactly such a 
mentoring arrangement, within my school based role, that provided the starting point for 
this inquiry.  
  
It was, perhaps, also a little ambitious of me to identify such a broad range of key workers 
and young people, across various settings, as participants.  On the one hand, it was not 
convenient to collect data given the range of gatekeepers involved but, on the other, I met 
outstanding practitioners and young people along the way.  A degree of persistence and 
tenacity has been required in order to complete this inquiry. 
  
7.2  Sample size and data collection 
  
Located, as I am, in a geographically isolated rural community, it was difficult to collect data 
from a sufficiently diverse range professional contexts.  This, and the fact that I was 
relatively unknown at the data collection phase, compounded the difficulties I experienced 
with collecting data.  
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And although the sample size of young people interviewed (9) is small, this must be 
compared with attempts by Clayden & Stein (2005) to establish a sample frame from an 
initial list of 148 youngsters across 11 projects.  Despite strenuous efforts by the 
researchers, just 17 young people were interviewed.  And while it is fair to say that their 
sample criteria were more stringent than those used for this inquiry, it nevertheless 
highlights the difficulty of securing interviews with intended participants. 
 
7.3  Developing theory and practice 
 
In the introductory chapter I suggested that this inquiry would contribute to theory and 
practice by developing what is meant by mentoring for the purpose of promoting social 
inclusion.  This has been achieved by bringing into the foreground the notion of mentoring 
by key workers in professional settings.  There are hints within the relevant literature that 
such activity occurs (cf. Reio & Bratton, 2006; Goldner & Mayseless, 2008b; Piquero et al., 
2009), but its dynamics and implications are not explored in any substantial manner. 
 
Until, that is, we come to the field of social pedagogy, which itself is not well recognised in 
the UK.  Nevertheless, social pedagogy is, to all intents and purposes, youth mentoring 
embedded within professional caregiver roles – although the two fields neither recognise 
nor acknowledge each other.  This conjunction is, arguably, the key conceptual development 
emerging from this inquiry; that youth mentoring and social pedagogy are essentially 
different facets of the same underpinning phenomenon.  And the phenomenon in question 
is the use of interpersonal relationships to recreate self-identities for the purpose of 
improved socio-economic participation.   
 
This inquiry serves, therefore, as an conceptual introduction for these two fields and makes 
a small contribution to a literature base otherwise dominated by quantitative studies (Allen 
et al., 2008). 
  
7.4  Longitudinal aspect 
  
I pointed out within the study design that longitudinal research strategies are required to 
capture the dynamic nature of the mentoring relationship (cf. Hewitt, 2007; Allen et al., 
2008).  But given the data collection difficulties mentioned above, the development of a 
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longitudinal strategy was, in practice, unduly difficult.  The difficulties experienced involve 
the transient nature of the clients that I, and my fellow colleagues across other agencies, 
work with on a daily basis.  Identifying an appropriate sample frame to conduct one 
interview was challenging enough, and revisiting them for a second or third interview 
proved too difficult in terms of contacting them or securing a specific commitment to 
continue with their participation. Nevertheless, I accept Guishard’s (2009) point that 
‘studies of political awareness and action...must involve longitudinal inquiry (multiple 
observations)’ (p. 103), and would therefore seek to ensure this was achievable in future 
studies.  
  
7.5  Is it really action research?  
  
When reading Baldwin’s (2006) account of co-operative action research, the method of 
inquiry is clear; groups of practitioners are formed, the inquiry’s scope is agreed and a cycle 
of action and reflection is established which apparently results in the ‘mutual creation of 
owned and usable knowledge’ (p. 226).  Similarly, McGowan et al. (2009) develop a 
mentoring programme using a six phase action research cycle, although the precise role and 
identity of the participant researchers is difficult to discern.  Either way, these two pieces of 
research appear to be idealised formulations of action research; sanitised  accounts of co-
operative inquiry which appear to have proceeded unhindered by subjectivity or structure. 
 
It terms of methodological choices, I strongly subscribe to the participatory and 
emancipatory ideals of action research and have used the research process to engage the 
participants in a reflective dialogue, but have nevertheless found it difficult to establish the 
kind of cyclical methodological template used by Baldwin (2006) and McGowan et al. (2009).  
This is due, in part, to the challenges of working with socially excluded young people living 
chaotic lifestyles; methodological challenges that other researchers have reported (cf. 
Colley, 2003; Siqueland et al., 2005; Newburn & Shiner, 2006; Philip & Spratt, 2007; Conolly, 
2008), and a reluctance on my part to impose a research structure that might be seen as 
oppressive by the young people that my charity is committed to supporting.  
  
Nevertheless, since research should result in tangible benefits for relevant groups and 
individuals (Hewitt, 2007), I remain alert to opportunities to distil the findings into 
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something akin to guidance which young people can use to solve problems, or practitioners 
can adopt to inform practice.  It is therefore worth recalling that the broad methodological 
aim of this inquiry is to explore human experience in the ‘lived-in-world’ (Giddens, 1976; p. 
27) and to find a better way of living through ‘moral action’ (Elliott cited by Somekh & 
Zeichner, 2009) – these aims are fully congruent with action research methodology, even if 
the logic-in-use (cf. Carter & Little, 2007) is at variance with idealised action research 
methods. 
  
So despite the difficulty of imposing a particular methodological template upon the messy 
and complex social world, it is important to recognise that those young people who 
participated used this inquiry to reflect upon their current situation, reaffirm their 
determination to live a better life, seek extra support to overcome difficult situations they 
faced and strengthen key relationships.  There is, indeed, evidence that participation, and 
on-going contact with myself, raised aspirations for some young people and triggered 
positive actions which were unthinkable prior to participating. 
 
Moreover, I am now working with local government agencies to shape a regional youth 
mentoring strategy that will see young people, who are NEET and/or potentially vulnerable, 
provided with work placements and mentored in the workplace by local employers.  My 
immediate role will be to contribute to the programme structure and deliver training to the 
potential mentors.  It is important to note that this research, especially the anonymized 
voice of the participants heard through dissemination activities, has directly influenced this 
multi-agency strategy.  Indeed, had on-going structured engagement with the participants 
not been so problematic, and local government processes so slow, there would have been a 
real opportunity for these youngsters to fully engage in this initiative. 
 
In other words, an action research methods template is beginning to materialise, which will 
lead to specific practitioner ‘tools’ and better support for young people.  But the prolonged 
timescales means we see more of an arc, than a full cycle, at this point in time.  
Furthermore, the young people I work with on a daily basis, through a life skills programme I 
have developed and deliver on a one-to-one basis,  experience social pedagogy to develop 
life skills and take action.  This programme has become more sophisticated and focussed as 
this research has proceeded. 
164 
 
 
It is not, therefore, the specific form of this inquiry that particularly attracts the label of 
action research, but the commitment to a critical perspective that promotes social justice 
through collaborative inquiry and sustained democratic action.  
  
7.6  Perceived strengths  
  
Despite the issues described above, the inquiry has, I would argue, three significant 
strengths.  Firstly, there is a strong and consistent theoretical perspective underpinning the 
project.  Secondly, I would argue that the synthesis of the theoretical perspectives with the 
data collected makes a small but significant contribution to the conceptual development of 
social pedagogy/youth mentoring; and I have certainly aimed to avoid the ‘bland portrayal 
of various themes, replete with verbatim extracts... [which lacks] both interpretative rigour 
and theoretical synthesis’ (Rizq, 2008; p. 46).  And, thirdly, dissemination activity, as I shall 
shortly discuss in further detail, has been extensive and substantial – involving presentations 
to several local government departments and relevant interest groups. 
  
7.7  Lessons learnt 
  
If repeating this research I would change my approach in several key ways.  Firstly, I would 
consider adopting a case study methodology, not least because the unit of analysis could 
then shift towards specific programmes or activities, and the requirement to directly 
influence practice as part of the research process would be less pronounced.  And, 
moreover, case studies are uniquely ‘able to deal with a full range of evidence’ (Yin, 2003; p. 
8), such as the multi-method data collected for this project.  
  
I would, furthermore, have taken a much longer period of time to build relationships with 
people who might then agree to participate in the study.  Moving to a new community 
compounded the issue as I have had to build new relationships from scratch.  I would 
therefore target particular projects and develop, perhaps, a tighter analytical focus (around, 
say, a critical feminist perspective) on the data. 
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8. CONCLUSIONS 
 
The key message from this inquiry is that mentoring, as a form of social pedagogy, has the 
potential to reintegrate young people back into mainstream society, since: 
A social education approach broadens...to include the integration of the individual in 
society and the promotion of social functioning, inclusion, participation, identity and 
competence as members of society with shared responsibilities to that society. It 
offers a practical means of ‘promoting social welfare’ (Smith & Whyte, 2008; p. 24) 
 
Such practical means are required since ‘children in the United Kingdom are some of the 
poorest in Europe and the ‘developed’ world’ (Walker, Crawford & Taylor, 2008; p. 429).  
Furthermore, the Prince’s Trust (2011) warn that the aspirations of UK’s poorest young 
people have collapsed and they expect to achieve little beyond a life on benefits or a dead-
end job. 
 
However, we have seen from the young people interviewed, relatively high educational 
aspirations, but an inability to complete the course and actualise their potential.  As such, 
the aspiration is often there, but not the resilience.  And since achieving goals, including 
qualifications, requires a degree of resilience, social pedagogy has an obvious focus despite:  
the lack of consensus on i) the roots of resilience, ii) the factors associated with 
resilience, iii) whether resilience is the result of the interaction between individuals 
and the context in which they operate and iv) whether resilience can be promoted 
through concerted effort (OECD, 2011; p. 16) 
 
Perhaps the characteristic to cultivate is self-discipline, since it has the power to ‘transform 
life for the better in almost every case’ (Grayling, 2009; p. 109).  Either way, the challenge 
for social pedagogues, whether key worker or indeed volunteer, is to engage and assist the 
young person to develop the necessary skills and disposition to achieve goals that are of 
value to them.  As such, it is important to recognise that key workers are impelled to create 
idealised young people because the commodification of labour (Giddens, 1990) is obviously 
blind to the subject, and those who do not match the idealised form can expect to remain 
marginalised.   
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It is therefore important to consider whether the entire mentoring or social pedagogic 
endeavour is orientated towards reinforcing the social status quo.  Indeed, ‘it is easy to see 
how the young, through adult role-models, come to view the powerful and advantaged as 
legitimately so’ (Shelton, 1986; pp. 168-169).  Social integration is therefore equated with 
empowerment, not emancipation; one therefore becomes better prepared to act within 
existing social structure and less likely to subvert the spirit of capitalism and the Protestant 
ethic.  It is a subtext which those facilitating integration are largely unaware, because the 
development of skills required for full social participation is taken to be a self-evident good.   
 
One might even speculate that youth mentoring is less concerned about securing the 
economic participation of an underclass, as it is about pacifying those deemed problematic, 
so the rest of the population can continue to indulge their consumerist lifestyles 
unhindered.  As such, it does not matter whether mentoring is effective at achieving 
outcomes beyond befriending, and so the question of ‘what works’ is rendered 
inconsequential.  Mentoring therefore joins the carceral continuum of social control since it 
reaches out on a subjective level to compensate for technical/rational systems (e.g. criminal 
justice, welfare/benefits, clinical psychology) which struggle to maintain meaningful 
engagement with the disaffected and chronically ambivalent. 
 
This is a typical Marxian inspired critical analysis that views the world through the lens of 
class conflict.  It is however one thing to view the world through this lens (a Marxian 
perspective) and quite another to conspire against capitalism.  This inquiry has been 
concerned with understanding social structures, interpersonal relationships and the 
capacity of socially excluded agents to take action.  Other perspectives could have been 
adopted, including multi-systemic behaviourism or actor network theory, but these might 
have failed to capture the discursive and constructivist aspects of the social world that form 
social fields and facilitate or inhibit action. 
 
It would be a mistake, therefore, to assume that I am a Marxist harbouring a latent hostility 
toward capitalism.  So while I cast a critical eye upon a socio-economic system that preaches 
equality of opportunity and social mobility, while simultaneously preserving a deeply 
entrenched political elite,  I recognise my own contribution to, membership of and 
dependence upon, that same system – for I am, rightly or wrongly, ‘us’ and they are ‘them’.  
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But in my defence, I used to be ‘them’ when young and, consequently, am the embodiment 
of social mobility; from no GCSEs (at C+) to Ed.D, from unemployed youth to professional 
role as an adult.  One can hardly hold a hostile intent towards a social system that has, to 
date, accommodated me.  But, of course, such accommodation did not come about without 
a struggle – so in the final analysis, neither empowerment nor emancipation can be 
achieved without individual effort.  But, of course, such a simplistic analysis overlooks how 
the struggle is framed (in terms of when, where and for what), disposition in terms of 
engaging with that struggle and the cultural capital available to achieve positive outcomes.  
Many others also struggle, but nevertheless remain socially excluded.  As such, I will retain 
my Marxian perspective and accept without complaint the critical theorist label. 
  
8.1  Transforming habitus 
  
While social stratification and mobility is contextually important, this inquiry has specifically 
explored the different approaches adopted by key workers to facilitate a transformation in 
values, beliefs and behaviours of problematic young people.   
 
Following the data analysis, it would appear that where those approaches are successful 
they do not proceed in a linear, predicable, fashion.  Furthermore, the outcomes achieved 
are as much about the antisocial behaviour which has been prevented, as much as the pro-
social behaviour developed and exhibited.  And since key workers struggle to quantify things 
which have not happened because of their work, it is sometimes difficult to demonstrate 
effectiveness or value for money.  But the challenge here is not for key workers and service 
managers to find ways to objectively prove their worth, but for policy makers to recognise 
that the intrinsic value of some provision cannot be reduced to a meaningful statistic – and, 
moreover, any attempt to measure effectiveness by formalising the workflow risks 
alienating the very youngsters it is designed to serve.  Formality, after all, disempowers 
service users because it is non-negotiable, leading to things which are then done to, instead 
of done with or done by the youngster.  This does not mean it is impossible to measure 
service delivery outcomes, it is just that the measure may fail to capture that which users 
and key workers believe to be the true value of the work done. 
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It is important to recognise that such a statement is not driven by some qualitative 
ideological standpoint that I occupy, nor reticence on the part of the key workers.  It is, 
rather, a recognition that change is mediated through a complex dialectical interplay 
between participants and their specific social context.  The dynamics of such interplay may 
cluster around some common themes, but will never resolve into a valid measure 
representing a positivist truth.  As such, we may eventually abandon a belief in social 
algorithms that produce exact outcomes (Diefenbach, 2009) and instead accept that within 
the social realm ‘there exists translations between mediators that may generate traceable 
associations’ (Latour, 2005; p. 108.  Original in italics).  
  
8.2  Pedagogy or therapy? 
  
This project serves as a reminder that medicalising human social behaviours, which appear 
to vary from some idealised norm, has the potential to significantly disempower the 
individual and pathologise poverty.  Instead, this project has portrayed social anxiety, for 
example, as little more than a product of social forces – the hysteresis which arises through 
a misalignment between habitus and field.  And while such a sociological interpretation 
invites the criticism that I am reifying abstract social concepts, and suppressing the 
cogitative dimension of social interaction, the analysis suggests that social pedagogic 
interventions could address such forms of anxiety.  Mentoring, as a form of social pedagogy, 
need not therefore engage with the discourse of psychological dysfunction, nor turn to 
prescribed medication, to improve social competence. 
   
We also have to remember that what counts as competence, and who embodies the 
mentoring intervention, is itself a matter of recreating the very social exclusion we are 
attempting to alleviate.  The recognition of difference, and crucially, the expression of social 
norms, is a matter of domination and the paternalistic control of problematic others by ‘self-
anointed elites’ ostensibly acting in the best interests of the masses (Buchanan, 2005; p. 21).  
It is a key theme which runs through this inquiry; the struggle to define and defend 
conceptually composed social positions that homogenise people (cf. Sayer, 1997; Andersen, 
2003).   
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We therefore have a conundrum.  If we accept social and cultural iatrogenesis – the process 
of incapacitating an individual by medicalising their level of social functionality (cf. Scott & 
Marshall, 2009; p. 329) – we risk recreating the subject as a victim of biological development 
or disease.  Yet if we attempt to develop social competence, we risk oppressing them.   
  
Of course, recognising a risk is not the same as actualising harmful outcomes.  So perhaps a 
clinical diagnosis of a disorder will not precipitate a lifelong orientation towards the 
diagnosis, and thereby serve as a self-limiting explanatory framework for all action, 
behaviours and life outcomes – which is the ‘risk’.  Similarly, to engage an individual in a 
mentoring relationship is not to actively oppress an individual, but to create the conditions 
required for personal transformation.  The fact that the dyadic relationship, between 
mentor and mentee, tends to reflect the structural inequalities of society, is offset by the 
notion that equality is assumed between participants.  We must also reflect on the 
naturalistic fallacy described earlier, that something should be done when someone is 
perceived to be disadvantaged (Gomm, 2004), since ‘this doesn’t necessarily mean that the 
unequal — or asymmetric — relationship is always in itself a bad thing’ (Jenner, 2003; p. 69). 
Either way, social pedagogy takes social context as a starting point, and not a neurological 
disorder of the individual, from which to address the issue of social exclusion.   
  
It is a reflection of the Marxian perspective I advocated within the literature survey of this 
thesis, since it is the material conditions of human life that embody our experiences and 
structure the social world (Ritzer, 2003).  It is direct work on such material conditions that 
brings about an individual’s transformation and, as such, few could ‘object to the 
generalisation that consciousness is governed by human activity in society’ (Giddens, 1971; 
p. 41). 
   
8.3  Social pedagogy coming of age? 
  
So perhaps the time has come for social pedagogy to come of age, for the practice to be 
recognised as a new social phenomena (Hermansson, 2003).  Given that transitions to 
adulthood are becoming increasingly hazardous and complex (cf. Philip & Spratt, 2007; Kay 
& Hinds, 2009; Munson & McMillen, 2009), perhaps we should dedicate significant 
resources to the development of social pedagogy, including youth mentoring, across the 
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entire gamut of public and third sector social services.  And while I hesitate to make such a 
suggestion on the basis of the small sample explored in this research – a hesitation related 
to the issue of generalisation, which I discussed in the study design chapter (cf. 
Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2010) – key messages from the literature, including the Prince’s 
Trust report cited above, tend to support such a recommendation. 
  
Perhaps now is also the time to seriously question the ethics of medicating increasing 
numbers of children (cf. Davis, 2011) and young people who are struggling to establish 
themselves in the world.  It is unnerving to see one section of society medicating, or 
complicit in medicating, another section of society.  Perhaps social pedagogy should develop 
as an alternative to treatments in clinical settings, and consequently, there should be more 
widespread recognition that social theory has the potential to be translated into effective 
practitioner tools.  Why, indeed, has the social world become dominated by psychological 
theory, when social theory carries equal, or greater, explanatory power?   
  
The answer to that question may lie in the on-going technical and bureaucratic 
rationalisation of the social world, driven by a mainstream positivistic ‘what works’ ideology 
embedded within a manageralist discourse (cf. Hegstrup, 2003).  As Smith & Whyte (2008) 
point out: 
The importance of the personal relationship between worker and client has taken 
something of a hit in social work over the past 20 years or so. The drive to identify 
‘what works?’ has led policy makers to look for technical/rational solutions to 
complex social problems (p. 25) 
 
But as we have seen from the literature and the research participants, personal 
transformation does not often occur as a result of short term practitioner interventions, and 
attempts at a ‘quick fix’ are either oppressive (e.g. using legal devices), oppressive and 
ethically dubious (e.g. prescribing psychotropic drugs to increasing numbers of children), or 
largely ineffective for various reasons (e.g. CBT for ambivalent adolescents).  It appears that 
‘what works’, as Pirrie et al. (2011) conclude when evaluating interventions for the some of 
the most troubled pupils in the English education system, ‘[is] the quality of personal 
relationships’ (p. 536). 
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As such, there could be ‘real limitations to what can be accomplished with short-term 
interventions aimed at children and families, even when we engage them on their own 
terms and in their own milieus’ (Littell, 2006; p. 470).  It would appear that the ‘dominant 
mode of thought’ is beginning to recognise the limitations of its own ideological formulation 
(Giddens, 1971; p. 43) rooted, as it is, within a pervasive framework of patriarchal 
capitalism.  
  
8.4  Capturing the essence 
  
Where mentoring, construed as a form of social pedagogy, can have the greatest impact is 
by proactively integrating youngsters into mainstream society so that a new habitus and 
social field can form dialectically.  As such, this inquiry points to three aspects of mentoring 
which must be considered if this transition is to occur: befriending (building trust and 
rapport), facilitation (connecting youth to mainstream activities) and preservation (building 
youth resilience to remain in the mainstream).  How these aspects of mentoring translate 
into practices for individual youngsters depends upon who the mentor is and their capacity 
to act in conjunction with the young person.   
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9. DISSEMINATION 
 
There is a tendency to perhaps believe that dissemination is bound to be a planned, labour 
intensive and onerous task.  However, it is important to recognise that dissemination can be 
both quick and informal (Harmsworth & Turpin, 2000) and chance encounters with key 
stakeholders can represent a dissemination opportunity.  Nevertheless, I have established a 
basic dissemination framework for this project.  The framework considers broader strategic 
issues and the use of specific methods.  Key strategic issues, as outlined by NCDDR (2001; no 
page nos.), include ensuring that dissemination activities: 
  
 Are oriented toward the needs of the user 
 Use a variety of dissemination methods 
 Include both proactive and reactive dissemination channels (i.e. information is 
both pushed and pulled by the end users through clear dissemination channels) 
 Recognize and provide for the "natural flow" of the four levels of dissemination 
that have been identified as leading to utilization: spread, exchange, choice, and 
implementation 
 Draw upon existing resources, relationships, and networks to the maximum 
extent possible while building new resources as needed by users.  
 Include effective quality control mechanisms to assure that information to be 
included in the system is accurate, relevant, and representative.  
 Include sufficient information so that the user can determine the basic principles 
underlying specific practices and the settings in which these practices may be 
used most productively.  
 Establish linkages to resources that may be needed to implement the 
information – usually referred to as technical assistance.  
  
In terms of methods that could be adopted, these range from the use of PowerPoint/OHP 
presentations and accompanying hand-out materials (cf. Mallett, Runswick-Cole & 
Collingbourne, 2007), through to full-scale book and journal publication activity.   
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As there is a danger that dissemination will not happen at all if it does not occur early on 
(Harmsworth & Turpin, 2000), I engaged in a number of activities in order to present the 
findings to various appropriate audiences.  For example, although a passive channel for 
dissemination, I published a first draft of my literature review on my website (cf. Morgan, 
2011) – the site has received, at time of writing, 389 unique visitors.  These visitors found 
the site after searching with Google for terms including; ‘mentoring for social welfare’, 
‘youth mentor training’ and ‘assertive mentoring research’.  Other visitors arrived at my 
website after using Google to search for specific writers including; ‘Dicicco-Bloom & 
Cabtree, 2006’ and ‘rawolle & lingard’ (sic).  
  
Furthermore, the Mentoring and Befriending Foundation (cf. MBF, 2011), of which I am a 
member, have suggested that my project report could be included in their national 
directory:  
Do let me [MBF Research Officer] know when your research is completed as we may 
be able to publicise your final report in our website’s Research and Evaluation 
Directory (private email, March 2011 – reproduced with permission) 
 
 
9.1  Developing the strategy 
  
To supplement this dissemination activity, I have adopted a range of more direct 
approaches to disseminate the findings, as follows: 
  
 Transcripts and analytical overview of interviews/focus groups – provided to 
participants for the purpose of respondent validity 
 Presentations to relevant interest groups (e.g. the local counsellors’ association) 
 Discussion with young people and key workers regarding the emerging analysis 
of the interviews 
 Information and guidance materials for young people accessing my charity’s 
services 
 A research summary document for the participating agency key workers 
 My charity’s website 
174 
 
 Materials associated with other projects (e.g. course materials for a work 
experience programme) 
  
As such, the act of dissemination did not become a one-off activity – a box simply to be 
ticked as part of the research process.  As Harmsworth & Turpin (2000) point out: ‘An 
effective dissemination strategy will only continue to be effective if [viewed as] an evolving 
and constantly developing process’ (p. 29).   
  
Other activity which contributed to this on-going dissemination process included a 
presentation to a local peer review group called Critical Allies.  My presentation to this 
group was attended by approximately 25 individuals representing a wide range of key 
workers from agencies including; the local further education college, youth offending team, 
housing support office and the mental health service.  The audience also consisted of 
doctoral level research students and others working in the health and social care sector. 
  
9.2  Publication 
  
However, it is not unreasonable to suppose that most research output takes the form of a 
written report in a variety of formats, including; journal articles, books, conference papers 
and the like (Waldman, 2005).  Publication is, indeed, an important mechanism for 
distributing and validating academic knowledge (Brodie, 2005).  I consequently have two 
aspirations regarding the dissemination of this research to a wider academic audience: 
Firstly, publication of a paper in an appropriate peer reviewed journal and, secondly, 
publication as an academic book.  Although this second target might seem fanciful, my first 
book (a professional guide to school leadership) was published by Continuum International 
in 2008, and I am therefore familiar with the challenges of publishing in this format.  As 
such, it is the aspiration to have an academic paper published which I consider to be the 
most challenging. 
  
Although publication through familiar academic channels might benefit the author, I 
recognise that the most successful dissemination strategies are those which actively engage 
stakeholders to address a need (Harmsworth & Turpin, 2000).  Despite the best efforts of 
the researcher however, dissemination might not lead to desirable changes in practice 
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(Wikeley, 1998) and there might be a need to engage in a long-term strategy to influence 
policy before impacting upon practice. 
  
9.3  Influencing policy and practice 
  
It is perhaps a matter of good fortune, but having toiled away in relative obscurity on this 
project for several years, the issue of youth mentoring came to fore across local government 
at the time I was writing the first draft of the thesis.  I therefore had an opportunity to 
disseminate the findings across government departments and play a substantial role in 
developing youth mentoring provision across the region.   
  
And since Rhodes & Lowe (2008) urge researchers to identify and disseminate mentoring 
models of best practice, so that mentors might benefit from access to high quality training, I 
have taken a lead in translating such models into workable provision and effective training.  
I have, therefore, investigated the potential for ‘passing on mentoring skills to different 
groups of professionals’ (Philip & Spratt, 2007; p. 47). 
  
9.4  Summary 
  
Disseminating findings can be problematic since researchers may suffer publication anxiety 
(Rizq, 2008) and therefore fail to share their findings because of an sense of guilt, or a fear 
of retaliation (ibid.).  They are anxieties I have indeed felt myself, not least because 
professionals working with vulnerable groups are sometimes wary of research that brings an 
alternative perspective to some key issue or other.  Nevertheless, once I began to 
disseminate the findings my initial anxiety subsided and I found common ground with 
colleagues across a range of services and sectors.  And through this multi-agency dialogue 
new delivery models for youth mentoring, and new possibilities for young people, had 
started to emerge. 
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APPENDIX 1 – INTERVIEW SCHEDULES 
 
Key workers 
1. Please describe your role 
(Prompts: What are your core responsibilities?  How long worked? What gives most 
joy/pain?) 
2. What do you understanding mentoring to be? 
(Prompts: Previous experience? Occur alongside other interventions?) 
3. How is mentoring integrated into your role? 
(Prompts : Have you received training?  Is there a policy? Is it planned?) 
4. How is it different to your main role? 
(Prompts: reporting/records? Does YP realise you’re mentoring? Is this work recognised and 
valued by employer?) 
5. What practical support, advice and guidance do you give? 
(Prompts: Do you advise on health matters?  Do you liaise with other workers – e.g. 
probation?  Are you aware of sources of help/signposting?)  
6. How does mentoring make a difference? 
(Prompts: New skills? Improved behaviour? Hard outcomes? Point to evidence? Is it 
effective?)   
7. What prevents mentoring from working? 
(Prompts: How can you tell it’s not working?  How do you respond? How do you people 
respond? Do some young people respond better than others?) 
8. What advice would you give other potential mentors? 
(Prompts:  Would you recommend to a friend?  Is it suitable for anyone? Are there specific 
issues to be aware of? What training should be provided?) 
9. What else would positively impact upon the young people you see? 
(Prompts: Changing peers? Securing a job? Improved family relationships?) 
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10. Anything concern you about the mentoring role? 
(Prompts: Getting attached? Crossover with parental role? Conflict with official duties?) 
11. Anything else to add? 
(Prompts: any issues not yet discussed? Organisation, police checking and admin 
satisfactory?) 
 
 
Young people 
 
1. Tell me about yourself 
(Prompts: hobbies/interests.  Family relationships.  School performance.  Work experience?)  
 
2. What challenges do you face? 
(Prompts: In trouble with police? Employment? Describe family relationships. Time in care?  
Time on prison?)  
 
3. Who has a big influence on you? 
(Prompts: Is the influence positive? Why do they influence you? How do you see these 
relationships developing in the future? How do you influence them?) 
4. What reason do you have for seeing this person? 
(Prompts: As client of key worker?  Friend or relative? Voluntary or conditional?) 
 
5. What support has the key worker provided? 
(Prompts: How often to you talk things over?  Does your key worker give advice?  Do you accept 
the advice? Do you participate in activities together? Do you get support from other 
workers/agencies?) 
 
6. Has the support provided altered your view of yourself? 
(Prompts:  Has anything changed?  Do you reflect on things more?  Has anyone else noticed a 
change in you? Do you take drugs/alcohol? Are you more optimistic?  Are you happier?) 
 
7. Has your behaviour changed? 
(Prompts: What’s changed and why?  Could you have changed without the key worker? Is the 
change for the better?  What impact did your behaviour have before on others?) 
8. Who don’t you listen to? 
(Prompts: Family issues? People in authority? What makes the difference?) 
 
9. Who are your friends? 
(Prompts: Are you close? Known them for long? A positive influence? Do they experience same 
issues to you?  
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10. How do you feel about yourself? 
(Prompts: Self–confident? Happy/depressed? Ambitious? Optimistic?)  
 
11. How do other people view you? 
(Prompts: Labelled – negative image? Happy with perception? How would you change things 
that are wrong?) 
 
12. What plans do you have for the future? 
(Prompts: Has key worker made suggestions? Have you had time to think?  Do you think the key 
worker will offer support in future? Are you doing anything specific to make these plans a 
reality?)  
13. What challenges are most difficult to overcome? 
(Prompts: Following rules? Controlling anger? Improving motivation? Finding education / 
employment? Mending relationships with family? 
 
14. Anything else to add? 
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APPENDIX 2 – KEY WORKER QUESTIONNAIRE (WORD FORMAT) 
Questionnaire for key workers 
Do you work closely with young people (aged 16–15) to deliver a service or provide advice?  Are you 
hoping to prompt a change in behaviour so young people make better choices?  If so, you could help 
me with my research by answering the following questions. 
Question 1: Which sector do you work in: 
Criminal 
justice: 
 Social 
care: 
 Education:  Youth 
services: 
 Health 
services: 
 
 
Question 2:  In your experience, do vulnerable  young people at risk of social exclusion ever make 
a significant change in their behaviour?   
Yes:  No:  Sometimes:  Not sure:  
 
In your experience, when young people make a significant change in behaviour is it because of... 
 
Structured action (e.g. care planning, probation work, etc.) 
 
 
Education and training  
 
 
Strong  relationships with a key worker  
 
 
Significant personal relationships (e.g. friends, partners, parents, etc.) 
 
 
Coercion (e.g. court orders, fines, imprisonment, etc.) 
 
 
Adverse events (e.g. homelessness, job loss, etc.) 
 
 
Other, please explain: 
 
 
When young people don’t change is it because... 
 
These youngsters will never change? 
 
 
You haven’t yet found the right triggers for change? 
 
 
No one should try to change them 
 
 
They don’t have the opportunity to change 
 
 
You don’t have the resources to facilitate the change 
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You don’t have the authority to force a change  
 
 
Other, please explain: 
 
 
Question 2: How would you characterise the youngsters you work with (tick all that apply)? 
Own worst enemy – i.e. tend to make bad choices 
 
 
Victim of history – i.e. difficult upbringing 
 
 
Misunderstood – i.e. good kids just doing what kids do 
 
 
Misled – i.e. got in with the ‘wrong crowd’ 
 
 
Marginalised – i.e. basically good kids from disadvantaged backgrounds 
 
 
Suffering – i.e. they have a disorder or learning difficulties that causes social 
problems 
 
 
Other, please explain: 
 
 
 
Question 3: How much control do you think your clients have in terms of securing a better future 
(tick all that apply)? 
My clients have the same life chances/opportunities as my own children 
 
 
They have aspiration but not the resilience to succeed (i.e. give up too easily) 
 
 
They have the aspiration, but not the disposition (e.g. ‘don’t do mornings’)  
 
 
They do not have the aspiration, but are very capable 
 
 
Society will hold them back – i.e. they could achieve goals, but won’t get the 
chance 
 
 
Other, please explain: 
 
 
Question 4: Which of the following would have the greatest positive impact for the youngsters you 
work with (tick all that apply)? 
Gain employment or college placement 
 
 
End association with peers who are a ‘bad’ influence 
 
 
Improve their general behaviour towards others 
 
 
End substance misuse 
 
 
Develop independent living skills (e.g. budgeting, cooking skills, etc.) 
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Improve/repair relationships with parents/carers 
 
 
Other, please explain: 
 
Question 5: Do you feel there are constraints that limit your effectiveness? 
Yes:  No:  
 
 If yes, please indicate below: 
Heavy case/workload 
 
 
Excessive bureaucracy 
 
 
Lack of management support 
 
 
Lack of resources (funding, personnel) 
 
 
Lack of training 
 
 
Legal/policy restrictions 
 
 
Lack of collaborative working between agencies 
 
 
Other, please explain: 
 
 
Question 6:  Which of the following would have the greatest impact in terms of ending social 
exclusion (tick all that apply)? 
 
Decriminalise drugs 
 
 
Provide high quality, affordable, social housing 
 
 
Provide benefits equal to an average UK wage  (say £23k) 
 
 
End welfare dependency for all but the very needy 
 
 
Provide universal personalised training/apprenticeships  
 
 
Nothing will achieve such an outcome – there will always be social exclusion 
 
 
Other, please explain: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Continued... 
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Question 7:  Where do you feel responsibility and culpability mostly lies for the predicament of 
your clients (tick all that apply)? 
 
Criminal justice system 
 
 
Young people themselves 
 
 
Society more generally 
 
 
Parents 
 
 
Education system 
 
 
Other agencies 
 
 
Other, please explain: 
 
 
Question 8: Do you have any other comments? 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 9: Would you be willing to participate in a 40 minute interview to explore your responses 
further?   
Yes:  No:  
 
If yes, please provide your contact details below.  
Name: 
 
 
Telephone: 
 
 
Email address: 
 
 
 
 If you provide your contact details, confidentiality remains of the utmost importance and your 
responses in this questionnaire will remain anonymous. 
Thank you for taking the time to respond to this questionnaire.   
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APPENDIX 3 – QUESTIONNAIRE FOR YOUNG PEOPLE (NOT DEPLOYED) 
Questionnaire for young people 
Do you have a close relationship with someone who helps you make the right decisions, or get the 
help and support you need?  If so, you could help me with my research by answering the following 
questions.  Completed questionnaires can be returned via the details provided above. 
Question 1: How old are you? 
16 – 18:  
 
19 – 21:  22 – 25:  Over 25:  
 
Question 2: What qualifications do you hold (please tick)? 
No qualifications 
 
 
Some GCSEs – but not higher than grade C 
 
 
Some GCSEs – at grade C+ 
 
 
5 GCSEs – with English and maths at grade C+ 
 
 
BTEC 
 
 
A levels  
 
 
Degree 
 
 
 
Question 3: Which best describes you at the moment (please tick)? 
Unemployed and not at college 
 
 
Working part–time 
 
 
In college/training 
 
 
 
Question 4: Have you ever been in care? 
Yes:  No:  
 
 
 
Continued… 
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Question 5: Have you been in trouble with the police? 
Yes:  No:  
 
If YES, how serious was it… 
Minor incident  
 
 
I’ve been in trouble several times  
 
 
I have been in serious trouble 
 
 
Other, please explain: 
 
 
 
 
Question 6: Who has a big influence on you? 
Friends  
 
 
Family / partner  
 
 
Key worker or support worker 
 
 
Other, please explain:  
 
 
 
Question 7: How do they influence you (tick all that apply)? 
They build my self–confidence 
 
 
They get me into trouble 
 
 
They advise me so I can make the right choices 
 
 
They make me unhappy 
 
 
They introduce me to new people and places 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Continued… 
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Question 8: How do you feel about yourself (tick all that apply)? 
I am a happy and optimistic person 
 
 
I have no self–confidence 
 
 
I am often depressed or unhappy 
 
 
I don’t think about it 
 
 
I worry about the way my life is going 
 
 
I’m relaxed with life and go with the flow 
 
 
I regret things I’ve done 
 
 
I could do better and should try harder 
 
 
 
Question 9: What do other people think about you (tick all that apply)? 
They don’t think anything about me 
 
 
I’m a decent person 
 
 
I’m a trouble causer 
 
 
I’m a good laugh, fun to be with 
 
 
I’m miserable 
 
 
I’m kind and caring 
 
 
I’m a nice person, but not very reliable 
 
 
 
Question 10: What are your immediate plans for the future? 
Get a job 
 
 
Start a college course/training programme 
 
 
Chill out and relax 
 
 
Sort out medical issues 
 
 
Look after children 
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Question 11: If you could change something about yourself, what would it be? 
Develop more confidence 
 
 
Improve my looks 
 
 
Get better qualifications 
 
 
Get rich 
 
 
Control my anger 
 
 
Improve my motivation 
 
 
Be kinder to other people 
 
 
Other, please state: 
 
 
 
 
Question 12: Do you have any hobbies or interests (tick all that apply)? 
I enjoy playing sports  
 
 
I volunteer for a charity 
 
 
I am a member of a club or society 
 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to answer the questions.   
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APPENDIX 4 – CONSENT FORM 
CONSENT FORM 
 
 
Full title of Project: 
Promoting social inclusion: can mentoring make a difference? 
 
Name, position and contact address of Researcher: 
Shaun Morgan, [contact details removed] 
 
 Please initial box 
 
1. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet 
for the above study and have had the opportunity to ask 
questions. 
 
  
 
2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free 
to withdraw at any time, without giving reason. 
 
 
3. I agree to take part in the above study. 
 
 
  
 
 Please tick box 
 
   Yes            No 
 
4. I agree to the interview / focus group being audio recorded. 
 
   
 
5. I agree to the use of anonymised quotes in publications. 
 
 
6. I understand that I can recall my interview recording and any 
quotes until 3 months after the interview.   
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Name of Participant    Date    Signature 
 
 
 
 
 
Name of Researcher    Date    Signature 
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APPENDIX 5 – PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 
Participant Information Sheet 
 
Study title 
The title of the study hasn’t yet been decided, but it likely to be along the lines of… 
Promoting social inclusion: can mentoring make a difference? 
 
Invitation paragraph 
You are being invited to take part in a research study. Before you decide whether or not to take part, it is 
important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take time to 
read the following information carefully. 
 
What is the purpose of the study? 
The study aims to explore how supportive relationships can help young people achieve outcomes that are 
important for them – e.g. living independently or securing employment.  This research looks at how young 
people and hosts get along in supported lodgings, but other types of relationships with young people are 
important.  The study also looks at reasons why young people sometimes reject the support available.  
 
Taking part involves being interviewed by Shaun Morgan, and possibly participating in a group discussion (i.e. 
hosts with young person that has been placed with them).  You will be asked to take part in 3 interviews over a 
6 month period – each interview will take no more than an hour.  The group discussion will also take no more 
than an hour.   
 
It is important to note that you can withdraw from the study at any time and ask for the interview recording to 
be destroyed (up until 3 months after the interview).  You should therefore note that if you withdraw 4 
months after taking part in an interview, the information you provide in the first interview could still be used, 
even if you don’t want to participate in any others. 
 
Why have I been invited to participate? 
Although you might not see yourself as being either a mentee or mentor, you have been invited because:  
 
you have accessed the services of [removed] and are looking to make positive changes in your life.  You will be 
able to tell of your experiences and how much others have (or not) helped you. 
or 
you are providing a supportive relationship (as either a host or within a professional role) and are therefore 
helping others overcome issues they are facing. 
 
In total I am aiming to invite 5 volunteer hosts, 5 people working in key agencies and 10 young people to 
participate. 
 
Do I have to take part? 
It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you do decide to take part you will be given this 
information sheet to keep and be asked to sign a consent form. If you decide to take part you are still free to 
withdraw at any time and without giving a reason. 
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Taking part, or later withdrawing, will not have any impact on your relationship with Kemmyrk or the services 
we provide for you. 
 
What will happen to me if I take part? 
If you take part you will be invited to talk, during an interview, about your experiences – as either the host 
providing the supported lodgings, or a young person accessing the service, or a key worker supporting a young 
person.  It will take about an hour and I’d like to talk to you after 1 month, 3 months and 6 months.  Some 
hosts and young people will also be asked if they will take part in a group interview. 
 
Taking part will obviously involve 3 hours of your time over a six month period (plus another hour if you take 
part in the group interview). 
 
 
What are the possible benefits of taking part? 
Taking part might will be beneficial for individual participants as they will have an opportunity to explore issues 
arising from the supported lodgings model. 
 
Furthermore, for other people who might become hosts, or young people wanting to stay in supported 
lodgings, the benefits of taking part will be significant.  We will be able to learn from your experiences, better 
match future young people to hosts, provide better advice for young people and better training for hosts. 
 
Will what I say in this study be kept confidential? 
All information collected will be kept strictly confidential.  Any notes taken, or recordings made will be stored 
securely and retained until the research is complete.  Anything that is said will be anonymized, so the person 
who gave personal information cannot be identified.   
 
What will happen to the results of the research study? 
The final research report, containing the anonymized information, will be submitted for an EdD (Doctor of 
Education) degree.  The report will be published and made available to others who are interested in the 
research topic – this might take the form of an academic article or a book.  A copy of the final report will be 
available from the University of Derby library, or from Shaun Morgan.  [removed] will also keep a copy. 
 
Who has reviewed the study? 
The research has been approved by the Research Ethics Committee at Derby University. 
 
Thank you 
Thank you for participating in the study and reading this information sheet. 
 
Date 
14th December 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
